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... - ABSTRACT . -

r

»

Statistical-"indicators of educational knowledge production
and dissemination capability are described and analyzed,
with data presented at both state and regional levels of
aggregation. Three factors are shown to underlie 12 statis-
tical indicators: a document production and access factor,
a human-based Tinkage and exemplary practices factor, and -
a stateplanning and capacity building factor. A score of .

..~ demographic, economic, ‘and educational measures are selected
as potential predictors of the knowledge preduction and dis-
‘semination indicators. Factor analysis of .these measures’

produces seven "predictor” factors: ‘1) staff size and number
of educational agencies, 2) educational expenditures, 3) rela-
tive expenditure effort, 4) population and institutional den-
sity, 5) population change, 6) Intermediate Service Agency '
(ISA) service level, and 7) Teacher Center (TC) service level.
Multiple and canonical correlation analyses demonstrate that
the size factor alone is a powerful predictor of all indica-
tors that are based on counts (e.g., number of documents,
number ,of computer search services, ‘number of validated prac-
tices.  The remaining predictor factors add small predictive

,incremgnts;'ESpeciaIIy for the‘ﬁon-ERIC-related indicators.

' Hierarchial grouping/ana]yses.of the' 50 states and the. Dis-

trict of Columbia are made separately, first based on pro-
duction and dissemination indicators, and then based on con-

. textual predictors. . The two types. of analyses are shoyn to

produce s'imilar typologiés of states.

Finally, the state-level data are aggregated by the tem USOE .

Regions. Substantial differences -among the regions are :
found on both the knowledge production and dissemination in- . -
digators and on the contextual predictors. The results indi-
cate that there are regional as well as state-level effects

‘operating, either directly on educational knowledge production

and dissemination or indirectly threugh contextual factors
such as size, wealth, and number and types of -intermediate
structures. . , , .

. -
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. " T INTRODUCTION.

: Overvaew
-~ One of the general obJect1ves of the Educatlonal D1ssem1natlon Systems
'Support Program (EDSSP) is to’ establ1sh eff1c1ent meanS'for analyz1ng, mon1-

tor1ng and commun1cat1ng the status needs, and accompl1shments of educat1onal

d1ssem1nat1on performers., Previous EDSSP reports have summar1zed a number of

: research stud1es, surveys, evaluations and other descr1pt1ve 1nformat1on per- .

-~ ‘/"

ta1n1ng to federal, state and local d1ssem1nat1on programs and perform1ng
‘_agencies.- S1nce the content of the maJor1ty of these studies focused on spe-
_ c1f1c programs (e g., the Nat1onal Duffus1on Network), or spec1al agenc1es -._
(e.g., sch001s colleges and departments of educat1on) we began to look for ,fr} .

v 'stat1st}c/l data wh1ch m1ght poss1bly orovrde more comprehen51ve coverage, pro-:f'

.p ammathally, agency-w1se, and geograph1cally.

v * The 1n1t1al impetus for our f1rst exploratory study began somewhat acc1-j{ﬁsv'

'dentalﬂy, A visiting. scholar was plann1ng some case stud1es w1th1n 1nd1v1d-=u,j:

AN

. ual states of 1nter-organ1zat1onal arrangements that were des1gned to Support T
educat1onal .dissemination and pract1ce 1mprovement act1v1t1es (Paul l978)

asked the follow1ng s1mple questlons Which states should be selected for case
g,

study? Could states be typed? Was there any obJect1ve bas1s for typ1ng states

f,,,f

ﬂhat would be relevant to. educational d1ssem1nat1on? If so, would th1s typol-~

'ogy be helpful in select1ng states for case study or in general1z1ng case study

~

findings? = . '
Eossﬁ staff had already begun collect1on of a wide var1ety of d1ssem1na- e
tion and utilization data on alt 50 states (EDSSP Technical Proposal Apr1l 1978).

We sifted through these State f1les to 1dent1fy data elements that might serve

as d1ssem1nation capaclty ind1cators. "Eight ‘indicators were 1dent1fTed in this .

o+ . . . A
i ((\\;6'. - . ' N
- 8

. L
. , .k
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1ndt1al search. = We a]so undertook a search for knowledge base 1nd1cators' o

.h “that could be assoc1ated ‘with each state. Eventually five know]edge base in-

v d1cators were - 1dent1fed .Our search for sat1sfactory ut1]Jzat10n 1§glcators
E proved fru1t1ess. A]though we fa11ed to find acceptable 1nd1cators of know-
'-]edge ut1]1zat1on,_1t was p0551b1e to locate or create a large number of .-

_ contextual“ 1nd1cators (perta1n1ng to. popu]atlon economic or educat1ona]

mlstructura] data) that m1ght act as pred1ctors of the state-]evel knowledge
' product1on or d1ssem1nat10n capac1ty 1nd1cators« |
- Fo]]owlng pre11m1nary v1sua] exam1nat1ons of un1var1ate and b1var1ate

data d1str1but10ns severa] variables were transformed to produce more normal

! detr1butlons, and two-new.variab]es that were ratios of orTgina] variab]es:
were created ' Eventual]y, our exploratory data consisted of 13 production and
2d1ssem1nat1on var1ab]es and 22 pred1ctor var1ab]es. Factor analysis of. the
'pred1ctor var1ab1es produced seven factor scores that were used in: p]ace of _
'the or1g1na] 22 pred1ctor var1ab]es for-many subsequent ana]yses. A variety !
of multi- var1ate data ana1y51s techn1ques were ‘then emp]oyed to exam1ne the
~re]at10nsh1ps w1th1n and between the pred1ctor and the productlon and d1ssem1-
nat1on 1nd1cator data sets, and to examine s1m11ar1t1es and d1fferences between
states 1n terms of these data. ‘After exam1n1ng state-]eve] data the states:
werevgrouped by USOE reg1ons and add1t1ona] ana]yses were made in terms of the
Lten USOE reg1ons. The development of the 1nd1cators and the resu]ts of state-
1eVe] and the reg1ona] 1eve1 analyses are descr1bed in subsequent sectlons of

- . I

‘th1s report.

The Conceptual Framework and Approach

hY

v '
The notion of 'social 1nd1cators“ (Bauer 1966; Sheldon and Moore, 1968;

R

_Grdss, 1969;- Van Dusen, 1974) plays an impgrtant role in the approach we

. . - . e T :
. . . & s
. - ' . «
! " [N ) ) ..
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'have7taken. ~Afsocial indicator~may be defined as_“a statistic_of direct_u_;_“;__m_
N
: normat1ve interest wh1ch facilitates concise, compnehens1ve and balanced

Judgments about the cond1t1ons of maJor aspects of society" (DHEW, l969)
In the f1eld of educat1on, there are many examples of the use of 1nd1cators, R
h however v1rtually none of these educat1onal 1nd1cators have a d1rect bearing |
-on educat1onal knowledge prpduct1on d1ssem1nat1on or ut1l1zat1on (KPDU),.
although some of them (e g.; size and type of staff “number and. type of |
institution, level of fund1ng) m1ght serve’ as "contextual" variables that
um1ght be. related to educat1onal knowledge product1on d1ssem1nat1on or ut1-
lTization (KPDU) l . o h |
Hood (1979) d_escri'pes a model “for a systei. of KPDU_‘indicators con- .

— sisting of fOur'componenis~ l) 1nd1cators of’educat1onal knowledge produc-

tion ‘outputs, 2) 1nd1cators of educat1onal knowledge d1ssem1nat1on structures

-3) 1nd1cators of- educat1ona1 knowledge ut1l12at1on and 4) 1nd1cators of

contextual factors that may be used to pred1ct or expla1n the pattern1ng CoL
of the other types of indicators. RN . e

Al -

. RS & ) . . . . ’
Production output indicators are concerned with estimates of the. type,

'.quantity,'ouality, or other characteristics of quantlfiable unfts;of educa:'
tional knowledge (e g., documents) as related to. the1r origin_ (e. 9., “author

‘.or inst1tut1on locat1on) Ideally, these 1nd1cators should reflect tge
'extent and ways in which the educat1onal knowledge product1on commun1ty

_ organlzes and transforms knowledge in all its forms.' Currently ava1lable

data perta1n primar1ly to formal documentary or formal oral. forms or the1r z

‘derivatives (e. g., ab$tracts, c1tat1ons proce

Dissemination. structure 1nd1cators are concerned w1th the character1st1cs

or capacity of structural ‘or funct1onal components ‘of the educat1onal d1ssem1na-

~tion systeﬂ‘(e.g., number and type of 1nformat1on search servtces, number and




1type<of linking agents) In genera1 these 1nd1cators shou]d dlsplay how e

educatlonal d1ssem1nat1on resources--funds people, products, serv1ces, and

'techno]oby--are a]located across educat1ona] sectors and geograph1c areas.

Ut1llzatlon 1nd1cators should prov1de 1nformat1on regard1ng request and

fusage rates, adoptIons, impact, benef1ts etc., by geograph1c or educatlonal

. -

‘séctors, for types: of 1nst1tutlona1 and 1nd1v1dua1 consumers of educatlonal

lknow]edge, products and ‘services. - Curren ly there are’ very few satlsfactory

5\

utilization 1nd1cators ava11able on a naf‘ na] ba51s that can be used to 1n-

S

form us regard1ng the varlous facets of knowledge utjtization or its 1mpacts.

Contextual _indicators prov1de 1nformat1on concerning d1str1butlon across

geograph1c areas of changlng comp051tlon and’frends of aggregat1ve data that

reflect the demographlc, organ1zatlona], soc1a1, po]1t1ca], econom1c and

'educatlona] env1ronments for educatlonal know]edge production, d1ssem1nat1on
®

~

and ut1]1zatlon. Contextual indicators can ref]ect conditions or forces that

3

may serve to supp]y,_support, constra1n or otherwise 1nf]uence the productlon

d1ssem1natlon or consumptlon of educational knowledge. _ ’;g .

Re]atlonsh1p Among Types of Ind1cat0rs. Because of the somet1mes hlghlyi

. 1ocd] connectlons of productloQ, d1ssem1nat1on and utilization (e.g. -w1th1n

. ah 1mmed1ate primacy group or within one organ1zat16n), it would not be sur-

. 0
“pr151ng to f1nd strong correlatlons between some types of productlon d1§gim-f'

| 1nat1on, and ut1]1zatlon 1nd1cators, espec1a]]y those that- may, be based on

a

~

Rl

_Counts of un1ts or ent1t1es. However, there is also strong reason to suspecti

'that contextua] factors (e. g., popu]atlon dens1ty, per cap1ta wealth) might

N

con\§1tute common underlylng factors that may account for much of the observed

‘ correlatlon between productlon and d1ssem1natlon 1nd1cators or between d]S-

\

sem1nat1on and ut1]1zatlon 1nd1cators when aggregated by reglon or state.

For example one m1ght expect that more popu]ous states or reg1ons wou]d

Y
-
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- \ display high‘o'u ts“of:publications, higher' numbers of\information- search

serVices and higher numbers of organizational and indiVidual requests for

’ information searches than would less populous states or regions. It is also

‘ * eaSily conceivable that relatively wealthy states and regions could afford . /
'l . \-

- to fund more knowledge production (eegey research studies innovative prac-

3 4 A3

". o tices) $upport more extenSive and expenSive dissemination serVices, and

create educational consumer environments with the organizational "slack" and

incentives fostering less parochial forms of knowledge consumption. Hence,

| contextual indicators need to be conSidered when examining aggregate data.
)

Hood (l9¥9) presents a)pimenSional taxonomy for_analyzing_the educa-\

. Y

", tional kgdwledgé base, thé formal dissemination structures and arrangements <
. A - . . . ¢ . : B . - '

that.hak@gbeen created to-facilitate communication or to provide access to

knowlgdge in education, and the various concéptions and associated data -

ubearing'on knowledge'utilization. He .also discusses the implicationS'of
these taxonomic dimensions for the development of educational KPDU indicators

' (op Cit., pp. 19- 224‘27 28; 40-55). Summarized briefly, most of the detailed
information-about the educational knowledge base refers to the more formal

,types of documents and materials ‘that are indexed by national information o ;‘
L, systems. This type of information constitutes only a very small part of : -

~

:the total_knowledge.base in educatidn. We know very litt%e about the ton- E
tents'Of knowledge that is communicated‘orally or informally. Although we
have extensive statistics on?libraries and. we know a great deal about the_' .
wide variety of other tYpes‘of'edgca'ional dissemination services and struc-
a.»: ~ tures, there is very little information about the nationWide distribution of
most non-library serVices. In utilization a Similar Situation is en-
countered in which several different lines of research have produced a rich‘. E 3

mass of descriptive information but, aside from relatively superficial and

a

3 {2
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somgtlmes spotty markét survey, prOJect adoptlon* or user request data there
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T "BUILDiNG A DATA FILE"
Indica prs of Know]edge Production
dica

For our é!ploratory'work we created five indicators of knowledge pro-

-

-re

. . ¥
“'duction: ., -

o Number of Resources in Educat1on (RIE) documents in ERIC
' (cumu]at1ve to 1978)’—9koduced in each statei = W

° Number of documents in ERIC, produced by State Education
. Agenc1es (cumulative to 1978) ., '

.- Est1mated relative number of documents in ERIC (1972-75),
: produced by the schools, colleges, and departments of edu-
cation in each state._ -

- e ‘yumber of JDRP-approved/DD-funded exemplary practices.

° \Number of State-validated (IVD) practices.

~ Statewide RIE Production. The first indicator was created by special r

computer'!%arches of the entire RIE file on the Lockheed DIALOG system to
obtain counts by state of the "institutional kouFE¥¢ field for each RIE entry.
Because the RIE citation conventions employ a compact, non-redundant style,.

several types of searches had to be emp]oyed difference reconciled, and,

in one case, a regress1on est1mate made.* Note that this 1nd1cator is a
Sy ;

* For example, if the syat®.name appears in the institutional name, e.g.,

- Washington State Depaytment of Education, the state is omitted. Hence,
‘both state and institutional fields must be searched. However, institu-
tional names that include words that are the same as state names, -e.g.,
George Washington School District, in Washington state or in another state,
create special problems. Some were solved by using Boolean sets. In one
case, the State of Washington, a multiple regression equation based on
data for all remaiq;ng states was used’to.estimate the count,

| o 13

1
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cumo]ative count based on'ovet-lz jeans Pf systematic RIE.acqessions;-'kIt
alsoltnc]udesVU§pE-sponsored research reports dating back to~1956.)_$tate

‘counts }ange from over 100 to over 8,000 RIE entries. Although there
may be some yearly fluctuaﬁjon in the proportional rate of&RIE accession- -
from state to state (a matter which may be investigated later as part of |

. B]anned.tine series analyses), it seens reasonablé to assume that, gtven-
tbjs 12-year cumolative base,‘theurelatjﬁﬁ positions of the 50 states (and
Dﬁ)'will‘remain moderately stable over%time soans,of severa] years. For
data analysis purposes, raw\state counts were convertez to logarithms.*‘

< "~ What does the State RIE indicator represent? RIE is one of two docu-

mentatlon services provided by ERIC., (The other, Cur:ent Index to Journals
in Educat1on CIJE, 1ndexes Journa] 11terature.) RIE includes.published

. _reports and fug]tlve documents not published e]sewhere €., proJect reports;
;peeches, comm1ttee reports, handbooks, instructional modules. Because the
RIE accession of federa]]y—sponsored education research reports reacnes bacg
to 1956, this base_provides one’of the most accessiole and useful inqicators

4

of "raw" production over much of the less formal end of the continuum of edu-

cational documentation. -

ya State Education Agency (SEA) RIE Production. Tﬁis,indicator is similar
to the prev1ous 1q%jcator but 1s conf1ned to the cumu]at1ve count of all

SEA-produced documents in RIE through 1978 (trans‘ormeo to log 10).

*

* Logarithmic transformations (base 10) were used gonsistently to transform
all geunt data for various indicators where the maximum state count-
exceeded 25, Generally, raw count: data for states exhibit highly skew
frequegcy distributions. A logarithmic transformation tends to make the
distribution more normal and also tends to stabilize the standard devia-
tion.. For statistical analysis involving variances and covariances, the
_log transformations tend to prevent exce551ve we1ght from being given to
extreme values.

l 1."
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- ¢ " Schools, Colleges, and Departments of Education (SCDE:?WEEIC Produc-

tion. This indicator was derived from SCDE productivdty data reported by
‘Clark and Guba;(November 1976). Among seven Clark and Guba substud1es off\
'SCDE knowledge productlon two substud1es were most comparable to the state-
wide RIE and the RIE- SEA counts. These were the Educational Journa]s Study
'and the.RIE Study. In the Educat]onal Journa]s Study, all articles, essays
and reviews in each of 26 national Journals were recorded for a threeﬁyear
period of time (c1rca ]972-74) * The autbors of these journal entr1es werer
tracked to the institutions or agenc1es in wh1ch they were emp]oyed ;i the
time the pub]]catlon was 1ssued and where possible, to the1r departments
% “within 1nst1tutlons. ”Contrlbut]ons were recorded with a maximum of 1.0
’ —~__Credit{ per: ZL&lcle with fract1ona1 cred1ts for mu]tlple authorshlp.
I& thé RIE Study, all RIE abstracts for a two-year period (Apr1] 1, f/ff
i | 1973 through March 31, 1975) were accessed and p]assified by type of source//
fnstitution. A]] RIE entries which wége certainly or Tike]y housed in tne
SCDE of hlgher educatlon 1nst1tutlons were classified by the RITE system which
c]a551f1es the national popu]atlon of SCDEs (N =1 367) 1nto 12 categor1es.
By employing SCDE institutional product1v1ty data for Journals and RIE
reported by Clark and Guba for each«type of SCDE, ‘an oyera11 1nst1tutlona]

* Criteria for se]ect1ng theSe 26 journals out of the more than 700
Journals covered in CIJE or other educational journal indexes were
thatcthey had been identified in prev1ous studies as being significant
in the growth of the knowledge base in the field.of edutation, they

. included practitioner-oriented journals in balance with researcher-
oriented journals, they represented a spectrum of substantive areas in
education, or they were among the highest circulation journals in educa-.
tion. The reader should note that CIJE citations do not identify the
institutional source of the CIJE entry; therefore, computer search of
CIJE to obtain state counts is not possible. - Statew1de or SEA counts
for journal production would have to empley Some -kind of journal -
sampling and authot-to- source matching 51m11ar to that emp]oyed by

Guba and Clark. , ’
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productivity weight»was deveioped for each of the 12 SCDE-categorigf.* These

weights wereﬁfurthek.refined to'agﬁgif_f?r withjn-categofy institutional pro-

+ duckivity ﬁab}iﬂty'by'ereatingu"abpvé avgrage," "average,” and "below \
. average" Qéights for each of the 12 cate§ories. A proddbtfvity weight was
. ’ 2 S ) o : .
_ then/assigped,to'each of the 1,367 SCDEs.. The weights for all SCDEs in each /}’

state wege sapmed;to poduce a statéTSQDE productivity estimate. These esti-

re groportional to ‘the state's total annual SDCE productivity

mates, which

in 26 "core educati na]‘ﬁourna]s" and in RIE,-uere’ﬁhen transformed.to loga-.

rithms (base 10). It should: be ﬁofed,caréful]y that the jourﬁé] estiméte is

confined to only 26 core journa1§ and thus represents only a sma]]*fragtibn of
: \“‘ . ' oo v . ‘/‘
the total educational journal production; hqwever, there is a strong presump- N

tion that, if many more journals had been included in fhe Journal sample, it - El‘j
'probab1y would not change significantﬂy the SC‘ pﬁoducfjvity.rank qfdering‘afl‘ﬂﬁf
the state level of aggregation.** Because the derived index is a compoéifé o

“of RIE and of counts of only 26 corebjournals, we are not claiming that this ”

index is an indicator of absolute numbers. However, we do believe that it

is a'good estdmate of the relative numbers of documents that the total of ai[
] -

SCDEs in each siate may have contributed to ERIC (both RIE and CIQE), Becausé /.

the SCDE knowledge production indicator is based in part on'jouﬁhéfyproduction, (
. . - i 0

M

-~

* - The average' SCDE produced 1.08 Journal credits per year and 0.66 RIE
' entries; however, "Public R&D Center" SCDEs averaged 19.5 journal/credit
- per year and 12.4 RIE entries per year. -

** Increasing the number of journals sam:led would have served to increase
the ratio of journal credits to RIE entries in the composite estimate.
While developing the SCDE production weights for each RITE category, trial
computations were made for separate indexes based on RIE and on Journals.
The correlations across the states were so high that it was decided to

combine the two estimates into a single composite.

I8



' ‘this ihdicator'eovers an even wider range of educatiqnal;documents‘than the/
statewide RIE or the SEA-RIE indicators.*
or Y

-

JDRP-aggroved and DD-funded Exe@plary Practicést NhiTe'the,three previous '
jndicatd;s ai]ldeal with doc/ments, thié indicator measures the produégion of
'. exeqﬂgary praetjees in each/state.that_are of SUffieient quality to pass the
review df the HEQAJoiht'Diséemination Review Panel (JDRP) and to qualify for

" funding as an NDN Deve]ope@/Demonstrator (OD) project. Educational Programs

That WOrk (Far West Labor tory, W1nter 1977) was the source for this data.
State Va11datedgjlv_) Programs. In the Fall 1977, the Florida Depart- ;

i

ment of Edudat1on ESEA T1t1e IV-€ Office, conducted a survey of state program -;
J ol

cert1f1cat1on methods. The survey easked for the number of cert1f1ed programs

’. - developed through old ESEA Title III or new ESEA Title IV- C as -of September
| '1977 This 1nd1cator is the tota] of progr\;:\;ert1f1ed by e1ther USOE/

I

«. . NASACC or other cert1f1cat1on methods than JDRP . ** |

ReJationShip qgg,the Knowledge Production Indicators. 4 ‘ ,
d - Table 1 displays the means, standard.devfations;_and correlations for T -
these three knowledge production indicatofs. ' IR

f |
/

* The Clark and Guba produc;ﬁv1ty study (pp. V-49 and 50) indicates 'that SCDE ~d’
production accounts for over half of all journal credits in practitioner-
oriented journals and nearly two-thirds of all journal credits for research-
oriented journals in the sample of 26 journals. :

!

** |JSOE/NASACC--The U.S. Office of Education and ine National Association
of State Advisory Council Chairmen for ESEA Title III published Sharing

. Educational Success: Handbook for Validation of Educational Practices
(1978). " JDRP-vaTidated programs were not counted since another indicator
is based on the JDRP count.

. | 17
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' : | o TABLE 1 | S
oy 4 ¢ Coa, .
N MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS (s D.), AND CORRELATIONS FOR' . ot
- ] o FIVE EDUCATIONAL KNOWLEDGE  PRODUCTION INDICATORS. ;§?v e
o (N SU’States and D c.) BT
B R m = = .
S , S SR : CORRELATIONS .
, INDICATOR : MEAN [S.D. [7T 3 ] 4 T 5
N | , : State SEA 'SCDE_[JDRP- | IvD |
\ ) 2 . . P co 1
1. Staté RIE count  (log) ' 12.92 ]0.48 -1 .72 | .84 | .57 } 447
2. SEARIE count  (logf ~ |2.07 [0.45 | .72 | - | .50 | .57 | .53 |
3. SCDE estimate  (log)  [1.07 [0.50 | .84 | .59 | - | .47 .40
‘. . ) . i . B Q N N
5.° State IVD count (log) | .79 |0 53 44| .53 | .40 | 64| -

We note first that the means for statewide,glﬁ a d4$EA-RIE‘pﬁedu2tion
arebdirectiy~coﬁparabfe and fhat the SEA-RIE count;iS q;ﬁ?hﬁet of the total
statewide RIE count.* Although the SCDE producnfv;gé'estiﬁate s also éi;
pressed in ldgs no d1redt compar1son can be made w1th statew1de or SEA data 1“.Ef

—T -
becaud! the SCDE data are estimates of relatlve numbgrs nather than absolute

numberé . - _ © 1
p ‘ e corre]atlggf d1sp]ay strong, but far_ frOm perfect Tntercorre]atIon.
The stronger correlations are between statewide RIE and SCDE product1v1ty

( 84) and between statew1de RIE and SEA-RIE product1vat} ( 72) The correla-

”-15 markedly less, but

,'_4-!

tion between the SEA -and SCDE product1v1ty 1nd1ca‘
st1]1 substantial (.59). Number of JDRP-approved prOJects is moderate]y cor-_

related with all three deument production indicators (.57, .57, .47). Number

* Arithmetic means of log-transformed data are the geometric means of the
raw count data. The antilog of 2.92 = 832., which is the geometric mean
for the statewide RIE count. The antilog of 2.07 is 118., which is the
geometric mean of the SEA-RIE count. The ratio of these two geometric ¢

means is ‘approximately 741.
. e,
\)‘ ‘, . .."' . 18
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' Indicators of State Dissemination Capability’ . N

'general level of knowledge product1on in the

. .7-n

¥ of state val1dated (IVD) projects -is also moderately correlated with all three

docuhent productlon 1nd1cators ( 44, .53, ﬂ40), and is even more strongly cor-

related with the JDRP count (. 64) H ' : N

Al

\ .
It is. po§s1ble to construct a number of add1t1onal 1nd]cators of knowl-

~

edge product1on that are based on document systems (e. g., books in print,

Journal counts for vgr1ous types of Journals RIE counts for various subJect .

- matter sectors, countS/based on profe§s1onal meet1ng program l1st1ngs or ses-

sion abstracts, and al} of . these counts may be cross- class1f1ed by type of edu--

|

cat1onal institution r by educatlonal sector) However, the cost of creat1ng

flve 1nd1cators. The1r 1ntercorrelat1ons are suff1c1ently h1gh but not so

extremely high to suggest that they are 1nde§é£g d1fferent facets of
statesw(and nc).

' 0y
;’//(/’ E1ght 1nd1cators of state d1ssem1nat1on capab1l1ty ‘were 1dent1f1ed “The .

-

f1rst three,are related to the ERIC system.

ERIC Stand1ng Orders. Th1s 1nd1cator is based on. the count of the number

*

of agencies in each state that maintain stand1ng'orders for ERIC m1crof1che.

rd
Stand1ng order customers usually aintain complete ERIC collect1ons (e.qg.,

RIE, CIJE, m1crof’4

|

-f and readers) and are osually oper to the public.. If

LY

<«

complete throughy » an ERIC microfiche collect1on would contain over

140,000 titles. The stand1ng order counts were obtained from ERIC Central’
C) .

in Spring 1978.* Counts ranged from 1 to 56 collectjons per state. The raw

'scores were transformed to logarithms (base 10). S L

‘. S - 3

-

S * Now available: 1n Directory of ERIC M1crof1che Collect1ons ERIC

Processing and Reference Fac1|7§y,

g U N

A_.the data 1s considera le. So, for exploratory purposes we stopped with these a
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" Computerized Search ServtéeSarvThis'indicator is the couny of the organ- * .-
izations'in each state that were currently providing computerfzed searches o
of the ERIC _database as of Spr1ng 1978.* At that time, ‘the number of com-

puteflzed search servicesranged from" zero to 23 per state.‘ ‘

ERIC C]ear1nghouses.x This 1nd1catore1s-the count (0, 1 ,-or/%)'of ERIC.; -

4

. o A A ‘
clear1nghouses in each state.** - . ; — : ;-

In addft1on to these three ERIC re1ated 1nd1cators, there are three

_1nd1cators that are re]ated to State Educat1ona1 Agency d1ssem1nat1on 1eader-

N - 0
o f

\

.

.. ship: o P . RN IR RN S

State Capac1ty Bu11d149 (SCB) Grant Status., In FY 1975 the Nat1ona1

A -Inst1tute of Education 1n1t1ated the State\papac1ty BU11d1ng Grant Program.

-agenc;fA) t}:%' chooses to part1c1pateg this program to build compre en-

SCB. prov1des ‘support for.three to }1ve years “for -each state educat10na1

sive d cont1nu1ng d1ssem1nat1on capabil y. The 28 states that were ecip-

1ents of .SCB grants in Spr1ng 1978 recelved an. vnd1cator score of "2', States

that were rec1p1ents of Spec1a1 Purpose Gy;hts (that usua]]y are planning pre-

A

.‘cursors to full SCB status) rece1ved a score of: "1 " g%%tes that ‘were “not par-

X 3

t1c1pat1ng 1uz€he!SCB program recelved a score of "0."

L k
g State DISsem1nat1on Plan. State educat1on agencies have been encouraged

)

to adopt state\plans for educational dissemination. These Aans;m‘ayjnc] ude - >.

’

. T oY) A : . .
*  Survey of ERIC Data Bases. This reference has been replaced by the

Uirectory of ERIC Search Services, prepared by ERIC cessing and
Reference Fac111ty.

** ERIC Clearinghouses are organlzed by subject content areas and may be
considered national resoyrces. However, because most clegringhouses
will allow visitors to use their co]]ect1ons, presence of one or more
ERIC Clearinghouses in a state is a dissemination asset{ During the
past two years, several USOE-funded clearinghouses ha¥e been estab-
lished. These will be added when this indicator—i updated

4

)

20



14

. L . ¥ ) ’ e \ .

. - : . - : e
dissemination obgectives descr]ptions Qﬁ strategies for accomplishing these

- o IobJectivés, de51gnation of ro]es and respon51b111t1es w1th1n the SEA 1den-

tification of resources, and description of- eva]uation methods. In Spring '

a ]

: 1978 23 states were known-to ‘have deve]oped or to be deve]oping-a state p]an. .

! @

These states were scored 2." E]even states-were known to have no plan.. These :

'states were scored "0 " The status of 16 states and DC was . ufiknown. *Theyimere :

7/ - . -

' scored “1 " ' -(
»

4?; R&D Exchaﬁge Service. During 1976-1977,4five Regional Exchanges of RDx

, if a state was, served by RDx; O, otherw:se)

, CEMREL, NWREL, RBS, and«:bi.) provided services to 33 states.** This

The logic of this 1nd1cator is that the RDx regional exchanges were known to'

é‘ . be working w1th many SEAs to he]p them deve10p or implementastate dissemina-
N '

v

RN _tion plans anddto he]p them train- statjéjissemination personnel.

The fol]ow1ng three-indicators moV€ from a focus on documentary 1nforma-

1
3

. S\K\ tion: serv1ces or SEA, dissemination actTv1t1es to an at empt to 1dent1fy human

{e.g., linking agent) dissemination capabilities.

> R&D Utilization Program Intermediaries._ The purpose of the NIE-
4fsponsored R&D Uti]ization Program (RDUP) 1s to prov1de serv1ces that he]p
.'}f schools use R&D based innovations that 1mprove educational practice., RDUP
inc]udes seven field orOJegis that 1an»resources of SEAs, ]ocalheducation :
agencies, regional laboratories and R&D centers, intermediate educational
“agencies,_hnd institutions of education with selected RDUP school sitesin

*

. »

*. The 1ogi% of this scale i?f%ot strong. we began by scoring states with
_plans "+1," states without plans "-1," and states where status was un-
“known "0. z “Adding a constant of 1 to each score produces the 2, 1, 0
‘scale. State plan information was obtained from the R&D Exchange An
Overview of State. Dissemination Act1v1t1es. .

ne

-

©owe In February 1979, 42 states were served by seven RDx regional exchanges.




:'ml19'states.“ The number of RDUP proJects and the number of RDUP 11nk1ng

d agent personnel var1ed among the 19 staté% A four-poInt 1nd1cator was '
created states w1thout RDUP proJects were scored 0, states w1th RDUP pro-
v:Jects wege scoredt:,h,, or 3, depend1ng on re1at1ve number of RDUP 11nk1ng

agents operatlng in the state.

NDN State Fac111tator,Rat1ngs. By the end of 1977 Nat1ona1 D1ffus1on

fNetwork (NDN) - State Fac1l1tators had been estab11shed in all but four states.
S1nce a "0-1" dummy var1ab1e wou]d prov1de v1rtua11y no 1nformat1on we asked'
%" ", persons who were familiar with NDN State Fac111tator (SF) act1v1t1es to rate'

SFs-on a four-po1nt (1-4) scale in. terms.of their d1ssem1nat1on capab111ty or.

Tt

-

effect1wgness.t_ States w1thout SFs’ wq;e scored "0."

JDRP-approved and DD- funded Exemplary Pract1ces. THjs indicator was in--

' cluded in khe Knowledge Product1on set. Because ;hese-projects were approved
| }; e R | 2.

as NDN D ve]oper/Demonstrators (DDs) qthey'may also be considéred as part of

- -

U a state's disseminatien capacity.** ' . "‘\\

Relationship Among Knowledge Production and Dissemination Indicators |

,Table 2 displays the means, standard é;&1at1ons and corre]at1ons among

vy 13 knewledge duct_on and dissemination 1nd1cators. -The nowledge product1on

indigators‘a ar1ng in Table 1 have been reentered in Table 2 as. Indicators 1,
2, 3, 7, and 8. The f1rst s1x 1nd1cators located in Tab]e 2, whﬁch are all )
f_/ K

»

* These rat1ngs appean to be based on number of years in NDN, subjective
appraisal of SF- proJect staff skill, and general v1s1b111ty and repu- _
. tation of ,the SF in the NDN. ’ .

fud Although the National Diffusion Network (NDN) is designed to encourage
dissemination of DD projects beyond state lines, each state's DD pro-
.jects can be important state dissemination resources.

5
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concerned with ERIC-related document product1on or!d1ssem1nat1on d1sp1ay

re]at1ve]y hi
J ;

N .
; The numb r of ERIC stand1ng order locat1ons (#4) is h1gh1y re]ated to the

E ;5/'

,total RIE proc ct1v1ty of. the’ state (. 81), the number of ERIC computer search

'serv1ces offered 72), est1mated SCDE.product1v1ty.(.68), and SEA-RIE count
:( 67). There are moderate corre]at1ons w1th the number. of JDRP,DD-funded :

'4:exemp1ary proJects (.59), the number of ERIC c]ear1nghouses ( 45), and the
number of'state-va11dated (IvD) prOJects (.43). ‘The ERIC stand1ng orders are
also weak]y assoc1ated with RDUP. 11nkages (. 36) ~RDX serv1ce ( 27), and NDN
State Fac111tator ratings ( 25)

The number of ERIC computer search services. (#5) i§ correlated w1th

. .bthe State RIE count ( 77), number of computer search services (. 72), schoo]s
e co]f2§§k:t:nd departments of education (SCDE) productivity est1mate (. 69),
o SEA-RIE cbunt ( 64), number of ERIC c]ear1nghouses (o 57) number of JDRP-
happroved/DD funded exemp]ary proJects (. 52), and number of state IVD-
Va11dated proJects (. 42) There 1s smal] assoc1at1on w1tﬂ'&DN State Fac11—
“ 1tator rat1ngs ( 26), SCB status (. 22), and RDU" 11nkages (. 18) o : ,

In genera] the ERIC C]ear1nghouse count (#6).displays smal]er corre]a-

tions w1th the 12 indicators than any of the first 5 indicators. 11sted in |
.Table 2. The higher correlationg are with State-RIE count (.60), ERIC com-
puter researches (. 57); ERIC standing orders (.45), SEA- RIE count (.41),
SCDE product1v1ty est1mate ( 36), and 'JDRP, DD-funded projects (.29).

The number of JDRP, DD- funded exemplary progects (#7) s most strongly

t displays correlations :
This DDbcount is also ”Q).

correlated with RDUP_linkages=(.51), State Capacfty Building (SCB) status

J corre]ated with number of state’ IVD proJects (. 64).

between .47 and :§9 w1th the first f1ve 1nd1cators.

(.38), NDN State Eacilitator ratingsf(.§3), and ERIC clearinghouses (.29).

23
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o TmBLE 2

- MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS (S D-. ) -AND CORRELATIONS FOR
THIRTEEN STATE-LEVEL EDUCATIONAL' KNOWLEDGE PRODUCTION \
. : AND DISSEMINATION: INDICATORS : )

(N = 50 States and DC)

%

\
& ’ X . \
- CORRELATIONS (Decimals omitted) -
L ' s 3 T 17
INDICATOR IR Is.|e | Sl Irs iR R |
B 1 lefo s leclc{o|v]ciafo]|n|s
| E{AJE o {s|H |0 |0 |B|N[x]u]F
Mean|s.D. |1 12 .13 {4 {5 {6 |7 |8 Jo {1ofn|12}]13
1. State éls Couﬁtj(log) 2.92/0.88| -17218s]81]77|60]57|44]09lo3]| 18] 38} 27
2. SEA/RIE Count . (log) |2.07]0.45 {72} - |59 |67 ]6a}a1!57|53]10}08]05]26]21|
3. SCDE Estimate (log) |1.07/0.50 |88 | 59| ~]68]69{36|47]40[15]09] 25 as5] 33
tRIC Standing : ’ . ' .
4, Orders (log) |0.88]0.43 81|67 168] -|72145{59]43 |11 }o7]27] 36125
- ERIC Computer - v N
5. Searches (#) 13.92]4.22] 77168 {6972 - |57 |52 42| 22}01]-06] 18 26
ERIC Clearing- : | _ _

/| 65 houses (#) lo0.31]0.64 {6041 |36 |45 |57] -]29]|17]01 }-07}-02]-13 |-05
7. JORP/OD Projects (#) |3:45|3.38| 87 |57 |a7 |59 |52{29| - 6438 17|00} 51]33
8. IVD Projects  (log) 0.79]0.53 [44 |53 |40 (43 |42 17|68 -{27]11]25}32]28
9. SCB Grant _ (0-2) |1.21]0.91 09 |10 (15|11 |22]01 |38 27} ~[5al-08]28f19 ]

10. Sta:e'hran (0-2) |1.23]0.78 03 Loa {09 Loz o1 Loz b7l i fsa | <2717 10
1. Rox (0-1) 0.65/0.48 | 18 |05 | 25 | 27 |06 [-02 | 00| 25 Los | 27| -]10]03
12. ROUP (0-3) |0.63]0.97 |38 | 26 |45 {36 |18 13|51 |32 |28}17) 0] - |29
13. NDN/SF " (0-8) |1.88}1.18] 27| 21|33 25] 26 }o5 | 33|28 19|11 03} 29| -

L ’
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- Number of state IVD projects (#8) which excludes JDRP/DD prbjects is”

'-correlated 64 w1th number of JDRP/DD proaects and 53 w1th the SEA-RIE

. counts. Th1s_Jatter_ re]at1on w1th state educat1on agency RIE product1v1ty
is. somenhat hiéher'than the corre]at1on with State'RIE count ( 44) or SCDE_

) product1v1ty est1mate ( 40) 0ther moderate sjze corre]at1ons are w1th

number of ERIC standing orders (.43) and=mUmber of ERIC computer searches
(.42). _S1m11ar corre]at1on5-1nc]ude RDU ]anages (.32)? NDN State Facilitator’
" rating (. Zé) SCB ( 27) and RDk ('25) ‘. & < | |

| State capacity bu1]d1ng (SCB) grant status (#9) is the f1rst of the

Tisted 1nd1cators that shows no appreciable correlation with any of the

six EﬁIC production and dissemination indicators (#l'to #6). ‘There are )
'four'moderate'correqations'with: -state o]an_Status.(.Sd),-numher of JDRP/

. DD-funded eiemp]ary'projects (.38), RDUP_]inkages (:28), and:IVD:cOunt@(.27).

‘ State plan status (#10) "as noted, is hoderate]y'corre]ated with SCB

_status (.54). Since. one of the obJect1ves of SCB proaects is to organize

state disseminat1on,act1v1t1es the presence of state p]ans m1ght be con- -
sidered to be an etfect of SCB * As1de from a very modest corre]atwon with
RDx (. 27) this 1nd1cator is general]y unre]ated to the rema1n1ng ten 1nd1-'

cators.-

&

* .The reader mdy recall (see page 14) that it was not possible to deter-
mine from available data whether 16 states and DC had state plans. If
these 17 states (1nc1ud1ng DC) are excluded, the relation between SCB
and a state plan is even stronger

. . S P]an ) ~ Plan
‘ © S ’ Yes _ No
SCB grant (mu]tidear or Special) 19 2 5
No SCB grant | 4 | 9




RDx-served States (#11). In. add1tion to-a modest corre]at1on w1th IVD

( 25), states that were served by ﬁbx reg1ona1 exchanges* 1h 1977 tended to
_have a state d1ssem1nat1on p1an ( 27), h1gher college of educat1on (SCDE) .
_product1v1ty ( 25), and more ERIC stand1ng order 1ocat1ons (. 27) B

RDUP L1nkages (#12) This 1nd1cator displays moderate conrelat1ons

i w1th several other 1nd1caters, 1nc1ud1ng JDRP/DD-funded exemp]ary pro--
jects ( 51), SCDE product1v1ty (.45), statew1de RIE count. (. 38) ERIC
standang orders (. 36), IvD proJect count (. 32) NDN State Fach:tator :
rating (.29), SCB grant status (. 28), and SEA- RIE count (. 26)." The R&D
Ut111zat10n Program sought proposa}s that reflected s1gn1f1cant ex1st1ng

'd1ssem1nat1on capac1ty on which the R&D Ut111zation Program could bu11d

';,Although none of these correiat1ons are very strong, 1t appears that the '
. existence and re]at1ve strength of RDUP 11nkages isopos1t1ve1y correiated -

with a w1de var1ety of product1on and d1sseminat1on 1nd1cators.

. NDN State Fac1}1tator rat1ngs (#13) d1sp1ay small pos1t1ve correlation -

w1th 9 of the 12 other 1nd1cators. The correlatlons in order of magn1tude
are: JDRP/DD funded projects (.33), SCDE product1V1ty (. 33), ‘RDUP 11nkages

| (. 29), statew1de RIE count ( 27), state IVD count-qh;b), ERIC computer searcn
services (.26), ERIC. stand1ng orders ( 25), SEA- RIE count (. 21), and SCB

-

grant status (. 19)

>Factor'Ana1ysis of Educational Knowledge Production and Dissemination o

Indicators

nts factor anal-

Factor analysis results. An iterated principal con
== T .

ys1sg fo]lowed by Varimax rotation, was performed.. Four ctors With Eigen-
" values greater than 1.0 extracted 74 percth of the trace. The results are

d1sp1ayed in Table 3 : R ‘ .: _;fﬂ

&
>
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Y s FACTOR ANALYSIS OF. THIRTEEN STATE- tEVEL INDICATORS’ J
e . . OF EDUCAFIONAL KOHLEQSE PRODUCTION AND DISSEMINATION

. (N= 51 states and 0C) e . F
INDICATORS o FACTORS
. - R T [T Iv] n2
* e _ 2D
P 1 State RIE Count® _ ' .911-.04 .73
P "2 SEA-RIE Count - . J.78)-.02 .67
‘P 3 SCDE Estimate _ £ L] .89
D 4 -ERI_C Standieg Orders .79‘5
D 5 ' ERIC Computer Searchés .80 | -
"D *6 ERIC C]earinghoeses _;79
L |PD_7  JoRP/DD Practices .72
. ’ e 8 _ State IVD Practices .49
- 8 SCB Grant ‘Stgtus . [.10] .85} .83
............... State Plan Status '
. _RDUP Linkages !
o g D 13 NON State Facilitator Rating | .13 47
’) T . Percent Common Var_iance“ . 35.5 4.0 1 - *
o P = Rroduc'eion, D¢ Disseminat ion
""h? = Communality
- Factor I has very high ‘roadmgs on all s1x of the ERIC (document based)
production and disseminatwrﬁndlcators as well as moderate Toadi ngs on both
- of the . validated practices variab]es. The remaming five 1nd1cators d1sp1a_y ;.'
neg]igib]e Toadings on this factor. Factor I1-is pr1mar1]y a couplet, - .
) _ -
; ) , - -
'. 27 B CO
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1nvo]v1ng high loadlngs on SCB Grant Status. anﬂ State Plan Status, with’ very
2 .

- small load1ngs for the two val1dated pract1ces 1nd1cators. Factor III is

assoc1ated almost exclus1ve]y with the RDx Status indicator, but w1th very

small load1ngs for State Plan Status and SCDE Estimate.* Factor IV is best

| identified by the high loadlngs for RDUP 11nkages and for NON State Fac1]-

itator: Ratings. There are moderate Loadlngs for both of the va11dated

;pract1ces indicators, and sma]l!"ﬁoad1ngs for five of the ERIC—re]ated

indicators.cthe ERIC\CIear1nghouse 1nd1cator is negat1ve]y loaded (- 42)

| , Th1s suggested thaty if the effects of’ the f1rst three factors are held

' constant, there is a small tendency for states with ERIC Qlearinghouses ‘

to have somewhat fewer human Tinkages and innovative practices structures.

- Factor Analysis Summary. . If wegexclude the singular RDx indicator and

its associated factor, we have 12 remaining indicators, with 3 factors ex-

. plaining most of:the covariance among them. Factor'I is a general knowl-

edge product1on and access factor that is strong]y assoc1ated with document-

'based 1nd1cators, Factor II 1s a state'agency p]ann1ng and capac1ty building

factor; and Factor IV is primarily a human.11nkage and 1nnovat1ve pract1ces

factor. Eight of the 12 1nd1cators have substant1a] load1ngs of Factor I;

_only two 1nd1cators load highly on Factor IT; Factor IV is def1ned by perhaps

.

half the indicators, but mainly by the two “"human Tinkage" indicators.

The - two va]idated,practices indicators, which ggmbine aspects of pro-
ductidn and’dissemination of school-based innovative practices, are partic-
ularly 1nterest1ng because they display approx1mate]y equal Toadings on the

document-based knowledge production and access factor (1) and the human

* This small relation of RDx  and State Plan may be due to the fact that
an RDx report was the basi? for assigning State Plan indicator~va]ues.

L3
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1f§g£?:i' _linkage_factoc_cl¥)f———Figure—l~displays~the—plot—of Factor I'with .
;?;iiff FactoF“IV We are suggesting that these two factors one document based
p - and one: human-based are perhaps the primary factors that undérly ten of

the 13 knowledge production and dissemination ipdicators.** ,/
' ’ H -—

' _Predictors of State-level Production’ and Dlssemination Capability '

. Selection of- Contextual Indicators. During preliminary examination:

of, data distribUtions, we noted that higher knowledge production and L;x
dissemination indicator counts tended ‘to be associated with larger st?ﬁb'
populations.. Although less apparent in the data, it seemed that wealth

'_might also be a contributing factor.. ‘For our exploratory work, we eventually'

? g

selected 22 "contextual® indicators which could possibly be related to the

. production/dissemination indicators and for which information was readily
]

'attainable. The 22 variables are listed below by groups (

School Enrolliment and Staff Size

° Elementary and secondary public school enrollment (ES
Enroll.) in 1975 {1og 10)

® Elementary and secondary public school instructional
_ - .. Staff (ES Staff) in 1974 (leg-10) :
- % Elementary and secondary -public school consultants and

T "~ supervisors of instruction (ES Sups.) in 1974 (1og 10)

School librarians (Librarians) in 1974 (1og 10) '
Enrollmént in institutions.of higher education (IHE Enroll.)
in 1974 (log 10) .

deo

,? The ERIC Clearinghouse indicator displays a sonewhat similar pattern, '
but with negative sign on Factor IV. . v :

’

** Three indicators RDx, State Capacity Building. and State Plan, all
0-1 or 0-2 status variables, have essentially zero loadings on both

! o Factor 1 and Factor: IV. .
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~ School drganizational Strugtures = o I S Y,
® MNumber of local educational agencies (LEAs) in 7973 (log10) .~ R
® Percent of LEAs with enrollment of 25,000 or more (Urban . - v
- - LEA %) (percent);. - T o T I
® Percent of LEAs with.enrollmen; of less than 300 (Small . o ﬁ_g} C

A%

LEA%), (percent) . : R g . P
Number of Intermediate Service Agencies (ISAs) in 1977 *(log 10):
- ES enrollment divided by number of ISAs (ISA tio) (log 10) - -
Number of Teacher.Centers (TCs) in 1977 (1og J0) A

v
g

ES staff divided by number of Teacher Center§ .7 v
~.(TC Ratio) (log 10) N Ngd Lo -
“ @ 'Number of Institutions of Higher -Education (IHES) in 1974 (lngIO) A

Demographic andvFinancial‘-r : : I 3

o'.Popu]ation'per square.mi]é'(Density) in 1970'(fog 10) o
Popu]ation Change from 1960 to 1970 (Pop. chg.), (percent)

ES school expenditure per pupil (PP$) in 1974-75, (in $100s)
State per capita school expenditure in 1975 (PC$75), (in $10s) -
State per capita schooi} expenditure .in 1976 (PC$76), (in $10s) S
State per capita income (PC Income) in 1975, (in $100s) i
Ratio of 1975 school ‘expenditure per pupil to 1975 pers,
- capita incOme'(PPQIPC'Income) - : o o
0 Average ES public scheol instructioggl §faff salary (Staff
© - Sal.) in 1974-75," (in $100s) ‘ T ,
- '® Ratio of staff salary to per capita income (Staff Sal./pC Income)

o o> : . : - '
Enrollment and Staff Size. Total elementary and secondary school enroll-

ment and total IHE enrollment were selected as geﬁerél'measufes of. the student

: ,populationiin each state. Among the several statistics on school staff, we

- of LEAs wasfseleqféd as a contextual indicator. Two 6ther‘derivatiye indi-

selected the to}ai numbér of elementary and secondary school (a) instructional
staff, (b)-coﬁsp]tants and supervisors, and (c).librarians. The lanktwoAyereA
selected hecause of Sma]l; but possibly interesting variations from state to -
state in the pﬁBportipn‘of these‘positioné to instructional staff.

-

~ School Organizétional StruCtuies. The states vary immensely in the number

of_Schoo]Adfstrictséffrom 1 in Hawaii and DC to ovér 1,200 in Nebraska). Since- |

most externql*gjsséainatibn efforts must work through LEA sactions, the number
e ;3' . . .

cators are the prbportion,of large urban LEAs and the proportion of very

-

. \ ) :"k ' ' . . . .
B . & A . ! ) ) - 3 '
. . ‘ . LS
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small LEAs.-Large‘Urban LEA, with‘enrollment over éSéOOO; constitute.specfal

E . ﬁ“;l d1ssem1nat1on and schoo] 1mprovement cha]]enges. Tne proportion df'largaﬁ
urban LEAS range from Tess than one percent to one,hundred percent. Very _
v"smald LEAs W1th enrol Iment under 300 tend to be 1so]ated rural” schools. The |
;Wproport1ons range from none to 85-percent of the" LEAs in ‘each’ state.
The Intermed1ate Serv1ce Agenc1es (ISAs), constitute a potent1a11y
1mgprfant'37ssQM1nat1on and schoo] 1mprovement Tink between- the state and
e Tocal educat1on agencies. In 1977, twenty-n1ne statesahad a recognized ISA
system, with one to 77 ISAs, In addition to the ISA count, welcampnted the
S ratfn of school enrollment to ISAs in order to adjust'tne LEA count for dif-
ferences in state sehool enrolTments.* Teachers Centers repreSent andtner;
fgrass roots" linkage for local instructiqn’staff. “As in the case of ISAs,

bqth'the number of teachers centers and ratio of ‘instructional staff to num-

ber of teachers centers were employed.*. Finally, the nunber of inStitutions,

E
s
A4

of'higher.educationf(IHEs) was noted.

Demographic and Financial ‘Indicators. 'Since;we knewlthatsstate school
enroliment was almost perfect]ylcorrelated with-state popuiation, the ]atter '
statistic-was eliminated. However two nthgr popu]ation related indicatorS'
‘were emp]oyed Popu]at1on density, wh1ch var1ed from Tess than three to,

‘ - over 12 000 persons per square m11e was cons1dered as a potent1a1 “useful in-
dicator of ease of 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on and ease. of phys1ca1 access to
'knowledge resources.

“Seven financial indicators were emp]oyed. 'School expenditure per'pupiT"

e

and the two per capita ‘school expend1ture indicators all relate to general

o

* Because ISAs and TCs do not serve all schools in some states, these ratios
do not accurately reflect the average number of pupils’ served per ISA or
the average number of instructiona] staff served per TC.

Y




__level of plpmentaty_and_secondary public;school_expenditure,;either'On-a.per S

."pup11 or _per cap1ta bas1s. Because state\schooT expend1ture could be related
3 h’to per cap1ta 1ncome, we added per cap1f//1ncome and the ratjo of schooT expend-:
iture per pup11 to per capita 1ncome. Th1s ratio 1nd1cator can be cons1dered
" a crude measure of educat1ona1 expend1ture adjusted for per cap1ta 1ncome dif- .
ferences.. The last. two 1nd1cators Took more d1rect1y at 1nstruct1ona1 staff
N o saTar1es in terms of average 1nstruct1ona1 staff saTary and in terms of the
e ratio of staff saTary to per ‘capita income.* -

Factor An;lys1s of 20 ContextuaT Ind1cators:' A principaT components

factor anaTys1s of’twenty of these 1nd1cators w1th Var1max rotat1on produc- '

ed seven factors with E1genva1ues greater or equaT 0. 8, account1ng for 92 per-, o

':cent of the trace._ The results are d1sp1ayed in TabTe 4 **
Factor I, account1ng for 31 percent of the common var1ance 1s readily

1nterpretab1e as a size factor w1th very h1gh Toad1ngs on. all schooT enroll-
' ment and staff size 1nd1cators and moderateTy h1gh Toad1ngs on all counts

of- numbers of-educat1ona1 agencies (LEAs ISAs, TCs, and IHEs) The some-_

'what Tower Toad1ngs for counts of types of 1nst1tut1ons refTect the fact

that’ the numbers of these institutions are not d1str1buted 1n as d1rect pro-

N L

- .portion to schooT_enroTTments as are school personneT.

AR
.

. : ¢
*  Because per capita 1ncome is based on the ent1re popuTat1on~1n the state
‘rather than wage earners, staff salary rat1os are greater than one and

- range from 1.56 to 2.75. L

** S1nce ES enrollment and ES staff correlated..99, the-ES-Enroliment ‘. .
Indicator. was dropped frow the factor analysis.  Large Urban, LEA %,
" which correlated .77 with numbér of-LEAs, was also dropped. Using; ",
the standard Egenvalue cutoff of 1.0 produced five factors .accounting.
~ for 84 percent of the. trace. Inspection of five-; six-, and seven-factor
solutions led .to the cho1ce of the seven-factor soTut1on in-order to o
produce factor scores that were most directly 1nterpretab1e. o ‘.',

7 ) L : . %
\)4 ] . :\ | . . . . 313 ‘ .T y : ..
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, | K& TABLE 4. ] A
- 'FACTOR ANALYSIS OF 20 CONTEXTUAL INDICAT@RS
e (N=51 States and DC) :
— — FACTORS [Decimals Ommitted)
CONTEXTUAL INDICATORS [T T[] V] V] VIJUIr] w2
Es stafr ) 98]-02] 07| 11| o02|-07]:03] e8|
ES Sups.: o] 15| osv_‘b1 02|-11 | o1] 87 |
| Ligrarians - - v foa)-05) 15| 22| 02]-07]-03f 03| 7
IHE Enroll. N XA 05 11| 02| 03|-07|-0a| 97 -
LEAS 59 -719 -69] 13|-17] 08 |-12] 92|
Small Lea % 29| o5 | -84 =24 1-05] 16 |-14] 89
ISAs | 65| 06| -11]-05] -01 01 -75] 100
ISA Ratio 01| 20| 17 o7 -09 ) aaf 9
TCs 68| 10] 02]-67] dé\‘“os; 16| 97 |
TC Ratio 30]-13] o7] 91]-08 [}15 1] 98- \\’
THES 93|-15| 02]-0a]-12]-03{-06] 90| )
Density _Is1)13) es)-27| 5| 0a] 20 87
_Pop. Change _‘l-o2| 27]-01 08 87]-00] 4] s
op$ (expenditures) o8] o7[ oo -11[-11:01] oofl o7 \
“|ec $75 . J-06] o6l -11] oa] 06 -06]-0n] os
PC_$76 18 '884'-10;‘764- 15 | -04 | -12 || 86
PC_Income 04 ] 85| 11)-17] 20] 300 -0a] 06
[ PP $/PC Income 05| 61] 02| 02]-43]-52] 03] s3:
Staff Sal. 20 83) 19)-08] 27}-18] oo 88
Staff Sal./pC Income | 21 | 03| 14| 13} 12 |-89] o8 9
Percent of Comon Variancel 31| 23] 09| 08] o6 07 o8] 92
~ , -
//‘ \
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Factor II» wh1ch/accounts f0r 23 percent of the common var1ance ,_1S. a]so_

»

-

eas11y lnterpretab]e as an expendnture var1ab]e ‘that - d1sp]ays high. load1ngs A

on all Measures -of schoo] expend1tur and per cap1tq\1ncome,§s we]l as the

ot

staff salary measure. : ',ij ' . S L _
N 4 " -

These f1rst two factors s1ze d‘d expend1ture, account for 54 percent

o\,

of the common variance, - and™ are thu5"y far fhe strongest two factors. None v

of the’ rema1n1ng f1ve factorgaaccouA ’for more than nine. percent .of ‘the com-

KN

mon var1ance in these 20 confé&tual ﬂnd1cators.

Factor 111 d1sp]ays a h1§ﬁ . i;ﬁye loading on popu]ation density and -

high negative load1ngs on numﬁgr.of jhAs nd percent of small LEAs. Since the
pure effect of size ‘was removed 1n_Fﬂctor I (note that the dens1ty indicator

~also d1splays a hlgh load1ng Qn th1s§¥acﬁor) Factor I11 may be_ 1nterpreted as’.

a.measure of h1gh*re]at1ve dens1ty that 1s associated w1&h few LEAs and absence

kY

».f-",*.} o ;\

My '..
Wy

of very small LEAs.-

Factor Iv is a]most purely a teﬁEﬁwf center factor 'however, the s1gns of

the ]oad1ngs 1nd1cate that Ltishouldﬂbe\1nterpreted as low teacher center dis-"
tr1but1on s1nce the load1q§ is. negat1ve on number of teacher centers and highly
pos1t1ve of the ratio of. 1ntr3§%ﬁ§na1 staff to number of teacher centers.

Factor v is assoc1ated pr1mar1]y w1th_p_s1t1ve p0pu]at1on change. Other

sma]]er load1ngs suggest’ that | pos1t1ve percent of p0pulat1on change may be more
in less dense states and. that pos1t1ve population change may be assoc1ated _
with n1gher per cap1ta] income and higher schoo] staff saIar1es but w1th
lower ‘per pupil expend1ture in re]at1on to per cap1ta 1ncome. '

Factor VI is’ perhaps besw//nterpreted as a ]ow educational expend1ture
effort factor that is marked By a very h1gh/ﬁegat1ve load1ng on the rat1o of
1nstruct1ona] staff salary to per capita 1ncome ‘and also by a moderately high

negative load1ng for the ratio of per pupi] expend1tures (which 1qc]ude staff
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s

salaries) to per capita income.,'The'differenCe'between these two negative

1oadinQS'suggest that it is.loh sa]aries of teachers relative to per capita
“income that is the more prominent element. Please recall that factor II

already -accounts for most of the direct expenditure effect. Factor VI is a

relative effort measure of schqol expenditure adjusted for P.C. income. ngh'

effort states may tend to pay Tower instructional salaries (this loading'is//
very smaI] .18) but they may not be Tow per capita 1ncome states (th1s

10ad1ng is +.39).

o

Factor VII is the ISA service factor. Like Factor IV, which is inter-

preted as-Toﬁ TC servfce, Factor VII is interpreted as ‘Tow ISA service with a

h1gh negat1ve load1ng on number of ISAs and a very high pos1t1ve load1ng on '
the ratio of ES Enrollment to..number of ISAs (1 e., high factor scores are
.assoc1ated with high rat1os--1arger numbers of pup11s per ISA).

Summarx.'_Factor analysis of 20 context measures produced seven factors:

a7 ' ’
.':',-{\ . ’

I Size
II Expenditure.

111 High Density.(Urbanization).

. IV Low Teacher Center Service ‘
v o Eoslf?Ve Population Change
VI. - Low Relative Educational Effort I

VII Low ISA Seryice

The first two factors are the most prom1nent. Ten context indicators
are stron‘iy assoc1ated with Factor I, and six are strongly assoc1ated with

Factor II. The remaining factors are’ each defined in terms of only two or

.

"three context indicators. -

. ;v. 36; .'
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Re]at1onshrps Between Context Ind1cators and Know]edge Bﬁgguct1on and D1s-

———————~——semrnatTon Indwcators

Muitlp]e Corre}atlon Ana1y51s. Table 5 d1spIays the correlatlons
.

'between the seven context 1nd1caton factor scores and the 13 1nd1cators of

ungnowIedge product1on and d1ssem1nat1on. Due to the -Zero correIat1on among the

%
orthogana] factor scores the: correIatlons in Table 5 are also 1nterpretab1e

as regress1on beta we1ghts 1nd1cat1ng the reIat1ve pred1ct1ve power of each

‘s.context 1gd1cator factdr score to contr1bute to the muIt1pIe correlation w1th

. 'each of the 13 product1on andad1ssem1nat1on 1nd1cators.

' Inspect1on of the SIZE factor score correIat1ons in.Table® 5 qu1ck1y Ieads
to a poss1b1e epranat1on for the high correIat1ons amgng the f1rst esgh{
product1on and d1ssem1nat1on 1nd1cators. Al e1ght of .these 1nd1cators are
based\on counts or est1mates of counts (i.e. RIE documents Jjournal ag§1c1es

*ERIC_stand1ng orders computer search serv1cés cIear1ngh0uses3 validated

'projeCts) W1th the except1on of ERIC CIear1nghouses where the correIatIon

'w1th the SIZE factor 1s onIy .39, thg remaining correIat1on w1th SIZE range

., from 63 to 87 The 51ze of the state (1n terms of numbers of educatlonaI

staff and numbers of educat1onaI agenc1es**) is thus a powerfuI pred1ctor of
’ A

the guant1t1e of educat1onaI knowledge product1on outputs and dissemination

services. For ERIC stand1ng orders where the’ correIat1on is highest, the N

SIZE factor alone is capabIe of account1ng for three-fourths of all the state-

to-state variat1on in number of stand1ng orders. The SIZE factor aIso

»

* * The reader should note that orthoganaI factor anaIys1s also 1mp11es that
the effects of)each factor are removed from the other factors, e.g., con-
sidering the Teacher Center (TC) factor, the effects, s1ze educat1onaI
expenditure den51ty, etc..agg removed (controIIed) _

- ** The size factor is also almost perfectly correlated with school. enrollment
and total population. _, S

:

1
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) . TABLE S ‘ ‘
CURRELATIONS BETWEEN CONTEXT I«NDICATOR FACTOR SCORES 'AND.
DISSEMINATION INDICATOR VARIABLES™
(N = 51 States and DC) _
) , T2
, ]l ol -o]
. El E P.| E
‘ . A x| N 1F
o L Sl el st 1| F
PRODUCTION AND DISSEMINATION - 1] e} 1 N| o] 1
INDICATOR VARIABLES | z| n] ] 7] ¢c| R| s
. - E| D] Y] c|] R] T| &
D b rfu ol v v |virfee
-': . - . . . ] . j-’ B :. i
1. State RIE documents - .81 .30f 9] | ) - .88
. 2. SEA:produoed RIE documents . ‘A;76 | 6] }-.15[-.13]-.14] .81
3. SCDE-produced documentg . - | 73| .25] . | | |~ |-.s8] .79f
4. ERIC Standing Orders . . | .87] | .18f | - .89] =
5. ERIC Computer Search Services | .74| .26]  [-.13]  [-.12]|-110] .81
6. ERIC Clearinghouses. - .39 .34] .14 -nf .55
7. - JORP/DD Projects = .72{ .18/-.10 | [-.19) .18
8. 'IVD Projects ‘ 1.3 -.29(-.14 _]-u18] .73
9. SCB Grant Status | 7 .33)-12] | -.29} .49
.10, State Dissemination Plan Status - - 4)-a8-11] {-.10]-.29] .40
11. RDx Serving State . - ] .23]-.14f  ]-.38 ___{-.21] .5
. . . . o : A
12.. RDU Linkages - .40} .15 {2 -.36] .57))
13 “NDN SF Ratings : 37 |-.19]-.19f-18 | .49
* Multiple correlations are computed on the basis of all predictors with beta
wefghts of .10 or larger. e ; ' ' -

&
Key to abbreViations:A “RIE . Resources in. Educat ion
: L SEAi /= sts ste. Eduéation Agencies
SCOE" - ;5 vg.s -Colleges and Departments of Education
SXdieational Resources Information Center
¥ _ Cap city Building

0 sﬁemination Review Panel , :
State o tification, Validation. Dissemination Project .
Research and Development Exchange .
Research and Development Utilization Project
National Diffusion Network
_ State Facilitator .

Teacher Center

Interwediate Service Agencies

.Y . 1
.
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contributes modest pred1ct1ve we1ghts for a]] rema1n1ng 1nd1cators “except

State D1ssem1nat1on Plan Status. SR
The edﬁcat1ona1 EXPENDITURE factor 1s the second most powerfu] pred1c--
tor, contr1but1ng modest beta we1ghts to (correTat1ons with) nine of the' 13
r.1nd1cators. States with h1gher educat1ona1 expend1tures tend to produce o
more RIE documents and more SCDE documents (RIE and Journal), have‘more com-
puter search serv1ces may have’ one (or two) ERIC clfiﬂunghouses sl1ght1y
more JDRP/DD proJects (but not necessar11y more IVD proJects), have a SCB
; géfrant and perhaps a state dIssem1nat1on p]an or RDU linkages. There»1s a
ery sma]l tendency for states that expend more on educat1on to not be part
of the RDx Reg1ona1 Serv1ce terr1tory.* Note that the h1ghest correlat1on,
»{& 33 w1th SCB Grant Status only accounts for 11 percent of the covar1ance
‘ 1 hence none of these relat1onsh1ps w1th the EXPENDITURE factor are very large.
,ﬁl A In terms of predictive contr1butIon Factor VI low ISA service is“the.
“;*;5 next most powerfu] pred1ctor. Low serv1ce is negat1ve1y correlated with” n1ne:
vof the 13 1nd1cators, 1mp1y1ng that s%ates where ISAs operate and where the

: “_.'total number of ES enrol]ment d1v1ded by number of ISAs is re1at1ve1y low

1h:w111 be states that are favored pos1t1ve1y on many of the 1nd1cators. These
‘ﬁf 1nc1ude SEA product1v1ty, SDCE product1v1ty, computer search serv1ces A
?«;55 both JDRP/DD and IVD-va11dated proJects SCB grant status, state d1ssem1na-'
' t1on p]an status RDx serv1ce and ROU 11nkages. Aga1n, none of” these cor-
-re]at1ons w1th TC service are very h1gh .the largest, .36.w1th.RDU ]Jnkages,
. accounts for 13 percent of the covar1ance..- o . . ; .

’ . . a9 -
TR S ] -
. )

'.‘3.'

R ‘ff Since the A alachia Educat1ona1 Laboratory s Reg1ona1 Serv1ce area
T encompass;ggﬁost ‘of the South-eastern . states, this very small negat1ve

e - correlati (- 14) is eas11y exp1a1n9d<
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Fourth in pred1ct1ve power is the DENSITY factor. Although aga1n the cor- -

relat1ons are qu1té modest there is an 1nterest1ng pattern for thig actor.

. resources and not as well with the newer va]1dated pract1ces and capac1ty

: DENSITY 1s 9051t1ve]z assoc1ated w1th four of the ERIC-re]ated me sures (State-iz’
.RIE SEA/RIE ERIC ‘'standing orders .and ERIC C]ear1nghouses), however it is
| is negat1ve for f1ve other 1nd1cators (JDRB/DP proJects IVD proJects SCB ’
: grant status, state d1ssem1nat1op plan status Fg%d NDN SF rat1ngs) Denser :
'f_states (typ1ca]ly w1th fewer LEAs and low percentages of very sma]l LEAs)

. tend, s]1ght1y, to f;re better w1th respect to estab]1shed document based

bu1ld1ng'act1v1t1es.

-4

: F1fth in pred1ct1ve power is the Teacher Center (TC) Serv1ce Factor.. e

Low TC service, is negat1ve§z assoc1ated RDx service (- 38), with NDN SF- Ratlngsj '

7(-.19) IVD Projects (- 14) and ERIC computer “searches (- .13),_ however there

is a sma]] p051t1ve correlatlon w1th state d1ssem1nat1on plannlng (. ]]).A

The POPULATION INCREASE factor score contr1butes in a very m1nor way (1%

to 2%) to the predJct1on of f1ve indicators. States w1th 1ncreas1ng populat1on,'

- tend to have sllght]y more JDRP/DD proJects (. 1]) and more RDU ]1nkages (.12) -

and sl1ght]y 1ower SEA product1v1ty (- 15) There is a]so s]1ght]y less chance

. that)they w111 have an ERIC C]ear1nghouse (-.11) or h1gher SF rat1ng (- .18) **

s

- .

*  Again we note that these are orthogana] factor scores where the effects
of other factors are removed, For instance. the zero-order correlation

~ between Staff/Teacher Center and RDX is +. 36{~w1th NDN SF it is =.11, for
Z_ERIC computer searches it is +. 09 and with state d1ssem1nat1on p]ann1ng

1t 1s +.02.

** Zero order correlat1ons between/the popu]at1on 1ncrease context 1nd1cator
(not the factor score) and these same production and dissemination indica- -
. tors are: JDRP/DD (.11),.RDU (. 10), SEA-RIE . ( .05), ERIC C]ear1nghouse '
(=.08) and SF rat1ng (-. ]5)

'
1
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4 'The relative E§£~/l factor ‘score (a measure of greater educational ex-
penditure relative to per capita. income) is not related appreciably to any of
~ ' the indicators. There are three very small negative correlations that'con-
 tribute only one to two percent to the prediction of three indicators. Since
this is a measure. of low EFFORT, high EFFORT is very slightly associated with
higher SEA productivitllhmore#FRIC computer services, and greater probability
of having developed a state dissemination plan. ; s

In the last column of Table 5 are displayed the multiple correlations (R)
computed on the basis of -the displayed correlations. The multiple Rs for all-
ERLC related 1ndicators except the Cleardnghouses are substantial, ranging ‘
from .79 to .89. The Rs for the two validated projects counts are also
quite high (.73 ‘and .78). - -

State Dissemination Plan Status is least well predicted (.40)*. The
remaining multiple correlations range from .49 to .57.

- The réader may want to’ note which predictor factor scores contribute what
‘portion of the covariance. For this purpose the values displayed in Table 5
must be squared. For example, total number of documents in RIE is predicted
by three factor scores: SIZE (.81) contributes 65.6%, educational EXPENDITURE
(.30) contributes 9.0%, and DENSITY 4.l9) contrihutes 3.6%, for a total 78.2% .
of covariance; the square root of .782 is‘.Bé, which is the computed multiple;'

- correlation. ‘

¢ > A Note on Significance and Reliability of These Results. Since all 50.

of the United States and the District of Columbia constitute the defined popu-

lation, this is a 100 percent sample and hence there is no sampling error.

-

¥

* Recall that this is a three point (0-2) measure, with the status of 17
states (including DC) unknown and assigned . lutormediate value of 1.

4
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e
Consequent]y, all of the results. may be considered statistically §ignificant.'
bf'coﬁrse there can be measurement error and there certainly may be changés
“in the indicator ya]ueé over time. Hence significance in‘terms of reliability
‘ of measurement and géneralization over time must be considered. Most of the
- document-based knéw]edge production indicators invqlvé large déta bases.

"‘“ﬁ%ﬁlé, the relative rankings among S%atés can be expected to rehain.high]yf
stab}p:pver Several ye;rs. The numbers of ERIC standing orders ébﬁ“COmpUter
services arg:nqt as large as the documeg;;cdunts, But are still gﬁfffcienﬁly
large that ée]ative positions of states should be reasonably stab]e'ovef
several years; The remaining validated practiées and other'dissemtﬁation in-
dicators are expected to have ]ess-stabf]ity. For example, somerstates could
easily double orjtrip]e a very small numser of validated practices. Additional
states have already been included in the RDx Regional Ser;ice'territory. ) / -
égveral states'wfll prepare state dissemination plans in the next year or two.

: A new cohort of NDN State Facilitators (SFs) will evéntual]y acquire skil]sfﬁi
and expértise that may change the Ratings..zand sb on. For these reasons thefe
may hot be very high stability for the ngwe;, more "down-stream" ‘and typically
“hUman-]inkage“ types 6f &issemination iﬁdicators. .

—
Expected stability among the context indicators is generally higher but

yet variable. The relative positions among the states for most of the popu]a-'
,vtipn and economic indicators should remain fairly §tab]e.over periods of several
?!-years. Because school enrollments are highly corre]ated with pobufation, and
- educaﬁ%onal staffing numbers are, in turn, highly correTgted with school enroll-
méﬁf,ythese types of context indicafbrs should be markedly stabte. By contrast,
our data oﬁ Teacher Centers and ISAs aré bropably 18ss accurate; moreozz:, the |
numbers o% TCs and ISAs can be é;pected to change‘sufficiently over several

years to have some effect on'the relative values among the states.

0~ § - 42
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We can-also note that, while the SIZE and educationai EXPENDITURE factor"

- scores are based on several measures and can thus average out measurement

errors the remaining. factor scores are based on one or only a. few measures
and are thus more vulnerable to measurement errors.* .

These conSiderations of expected stabiijty in indicators over time lTead . .
to two differegt types of conc]usions;t.First, we can expect that the general-
ly strongireiationships between ‘the SIZE factor score and counts of most

document based sources will be stabie. Second, we are much less sure of

B3

the predictive stability for the other indicators. The prediction equations

- for JDRP/DD proJects may change siowiy, however the prediction equations for

=)
indicators such as RDx S%rvice State DJssemination Pian Status or SF Ratings

are probabiy far more subJect to change over‘time. o 5

Canonicai Correlation Anaiysis. In the, above section we examined the use

of seven orthoganai factor scores, based on contextua] indicators to compute
muitipie corre]ations with each of . 13 educationai knowiedge production and

dissemination indicators.  As we know the 13 indicators are inteccorreiated
k) e *

We performed a second anaiysis in which the canonicai carreiations ‘between

20 of the originai context indicators and the 13 production and dissemination

v “Y

indicators were computed The goal of canonicai anaiysis is to define the
primary independent dimensions which relate one set of variabies to another

in this case the context (predictor) indicators and the production‘and i

-dissemination (criterion) Tndicators. This technique,_iike factor=dnalysis,

is primarily descriptive. '

* The two ratio indicators (TC SerVice and ISA Service) are especially
vulnerable to unreliability due to measurement errors in the counts of -
TCs and ISAs that -are the denominators: i these ratips. The numerators
in these ratios are far more accurate. v

-
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v _,‘ v fhe analysis offers:answers to three questions concerning:
(1) The number of ways the two sets of 1nd1cators are related.
- (2) The strength of each re]at1onship., ' |
(3) The nature of the relatlonshlp. t
Although the maximum number of 1ndependent multivariate re]at1onsh1ps
" will be equal to the smaller of the two sets’ of indicators, 13 in this
instance, we shall- summarize the resuits for on]x‘the first four most signif-
icant canonical correlations. ' .
~The first canonical-correlation:is .96+, gt involves all of the "siae"
. '1ndicators'on.the predictor side andvall'of'the;“'ounted" indicators on the
: criterﬁon side. Large states tend to produce:more documents and validated
“practices and to have more of all of the countab]e d1ssem1nat1on fac111t1es.
‘ The second canon1cal correlat1on is .éé. It 1nvo]ves a combination
" of all of the educat1ona] expend1ture measures ‘Plus higher number of LEAs,
ISAs, TCs and (high) percent of small LEAs in the pred1ctor side, with SCB
Grant Status validated proJects, NDN State Facilitator Ratings, and.RDU

L1nkages prominent: on the cr1ter1on side together w1th more modest assoc1a-

t1ons with ERIC computer searches and all three (state-w1de, SEA, SCDE) of

the document product1on indicators.
We note that the cr1teris sides of these first two ganonicals are quite
sim11ar to the two factors p]otted in Figure I, page 22, i.e., they seem to
1nvo]ve the pred1ctlon of pr1Mari1y document -based 1nd1cators in the f1rst
.canon1cal and pr1mar1]y, but not exclus1ve]y, -the more human-]1nkage

indications in the seco d canonical. .
Yoy . .
The third canonical correlation is .91. It involves the majority of the

»

context indicators, but it best interpreted in terms of high ISA numbers, high

v

TC-numbers, high staff sa]aries, together with somewhat higher size measures

S 73
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and educational expenditure on the predictor s1de, that are associated with

. higher numbers of -validated projects and ERIC search serv1ces and to- a lesser

extent, greater productivity on all three document measures more RDU 1inkages
and greater probability of being a SCB Grant recipient. This third canonical
suggests atpattern in which the existence of - 1ntermediary structures e.g.,
ISAs and TCs, accompanied by above average size- and expenditure are associated
cw1th a wide range of production and dissemination advantages, 1nc1uding espe-
cially more validated proJects and’ 1nformation search services. ’ .
,_% "The fourth canonicai correlation is .84, This canonical is interpretable
~in terms of high per pupi] and per capita educational expenditures, high per
‘ ‘capita 1ncome, and high 1nstructional staff sa]aries with low density, a
_gggg_ percentage of v&hy small LEAs, apd perhaps fewer pupils per ISA. These
predictors are associated with a combination of criteria that are marked espe-
cia]]y by higher probability of RDx serv1ces and the existence of a state plan,
together with the presence of RDU }inkages and higher SCDE document pnoduc-
" tivity, but with Tower SEA-RIE counts and fewer ERIC computer search seryices.
| This canonical pattern mdg typify some of the more affluent, but less dense _
states where document product1v1ty is associated primarily with the SCDEs,
‘and some ISA services are available. Although these states may or may not
be part of the State Capacity Bui]ding (SCB) Program, they tend to have pro-
duced a state dissemination plan, have RDU 1inkages, and are probably in the
RDx‘Regional Service territory. Or thevcontrast-for the opposite side of
this canonical pattern may be less affluent, but denser states with lower
SCDE productivity, but higher SEA-RIE productivity, with little or no ISA -

service, that tend not to have state plans or RDU linkages or be in the RDx

service area.
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Discussion of Relationships of Predictors to Production and Dissemination

Iadicators. In the above sections we have presented the. results of multiple:

correlation and canonical correlation ana]}sis of the relationships between

contextual’ measures and 13 1nd1cators of educat10na1 know]edge production
iﬁ-‘

and dlssem1natlon. We have seen that measures of size (e.g. school enroll-

s

ment, staff size, number of LEAs) are highly 1ntercorre1ated with all pro-

ductlon and dlssem1nat1on measures that are counted (e.g., number of docu-

‘ments in RIE, number of computer search serv1ces, number of: validated pro-

jects), and that 51zecof the state accounts for much of the intercorrela-

tions. among these cvu ged 1nd1cators.' States w1tW 1arge school popu]atlons
. ,"
s1mp1y tend to produce more educat10na1 documentation and more exemp]ary

. r-. IR
D e e 2 RAERY

projects, and to: have more d1sseminat1on structures In many cases Slze
alone accounts for as much as 50 to 66 perceny/cf the covariance.' N xt to
Size, the level of Educational Expendlture also acts as a p051t1ve pred1e%qn\
for many indicators. Presence of intermediate structgges’/uch as Intermedqate
Service Agencies (ISAs) and Teacher Centers (TCs) also adds small increments

to the multiple correlations for many indicators. Density (urhahization) is

only weakly related to most of the production.and dissemination indicators,

.

‘but with positive correlation with the ERBC-related indicators and negative

correlation with the non-ERIC indicators.*

*

The Population Increase and Effort/Income-predictive measures.contribute

1

only one or twonbercent covariation to a few of the indicators. For many of

the ERIC indicators, Size by itself is almost as good a predictor as the en-

"tire set of seven predigtor factors; whereas, for the remaining indicators,

h v
e /I
\

* We note that this latter pattern is consistent with the conclusion
of Emrick Peterson and Argawala-Rogers (1977) that NDN has an inten-
sionally stron al bias.
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‘,the other six pred1ctor factors add cons1derab1e pred1ct1ve-strength to S1ze .-
4"alone. It seems, then that a]though a state s document~ based product1v1ty,

b ‘» d1ssem1nat1on (and we a]so suspect its utilization) can be pred1cted effec-‘

t1ve1y by some simple quant1tat1ve measures of s1ze, it is necessary to know

cons1derab]y ‘more about a state to do at a]] well in pred1ct1ng ]ess document

" -oriented aspects of its d1ssem1nat1on capability. In the canon1ca1 correla-

~

‘tion ana]ys1s“we found*even stronger correlations between the set of context
L . .
measures and the set of production and dissemination 1nd1cators. g ,‘”‘,

Scatterplots. The f1rst and 1argest canonical corre]at1on was 1nter-

1

'preted as represent1ng the joint relation between size pred‘ctors and al]

counted indicators (i.e., the ERIC-related indicators and the val1dated pro-

_Jects) TO‘aVOId dea]1ng with canonical weights and scores, we went back to

our factor analyses and selected the SIZE factor score from the contextual .

. 1nd1cator factor analys1s (p. 27) and the ERIC factor score from the produc-
t1on and d1ssem1nat1on factor analysis (p. 20). The scatterplot-of~th1s relae
tionship is d1sp1ayed in Figure 2. When the SIZE factor score 15 used to pre-
dict the ERJC factor score, the corre]at1on 1s .85 wh1ch means that SIZE

accounts for nearly three-fourths of the var1ancesamong states.on the ERIC

-

factor score. o . : . .

RN
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N

¢ In F1gu 3 we d1splay the scatterplot of the educational EXPENDITURE

factor score with §ghe ERIC factor score. Although EXPENDITURE is the second/
el
most powerful pred1ctor the correlatwn is only .19. :

]

EXPENDTITURSE

FACTORE

49
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Finaily, in’ Figure 4, the scatterplot of a weighted combination of the

SIZE and EXPENDITURE factor scores’with the ERIC factor score is displayed.
It may be of interest to note that the stqtes that are somewhat off the re-
gression line in Figure 4 1. e., oc é?mginia Ohio, Illinois, and New York,
are all somewhat higher on ERIC productivif% and dissemination tnan wouldEBe
‘.predicted by their SIZE and EXPENDITURE combined. ‘

. FIGURE 4

. SCATTERPLOT OF WEIGHTED SIZE AND EXPENDITURE FACTOR' SCORE BY ERIC FACTOR SCORE T
FOR 50 STATES AND WASHINGTON, DC
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yet the very strong relationships especially with SIZE _were a bit-f

'prise. In the following sections we report resu]ts of two types of hTEa”
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DEVELOPMENT OF A TYPOLOGY OF STATES

v

[y

The initialxstimulus for examination of quantitative indicators was
interest in. developing an obJective basis for cTassifying or typing states in
terms of ‘their knowledge production, dissemination or uti]ization character- '
'istics. The anaTyses reported above are pre]iminary steps designed to gain
better understanding of the expToratory set of indicators that had been se- .

Tected. The predictive power of the contextual _indicators was anticipated

grouping anaTyses.* The first is based on the educational knowledge production

and disseminatioq indi ' U‘e second on context indicators.

"Devefopment of a Typologx of States Based on Educational Knowledge Production

and Dissemination Indicators.

o

A hierarchiaT grouping analysis of states was run ‘based on all 13 of the

o _production and dissemination variables. The resuTts of the Tast six stages

of grouping are displayed in Figure 5 At the Six-group level, a.discriminant
analysis showed that at least two groups differed significantly on all of the
13 indicators. The states comprising thedﬁﬁx groups and.the descriptions of
the distinguishing characteristics of these groups are presented on the left .
side of the table. The way the groups combine is depicted on the right side.
The groups are in sequence from highest production/dissemination capability on

the top of the page to lowest capability on the bottdm. Because of their’

-

- * Ward's (1963) agglomerative hierarchial grouping method was employed through

the HGROUP program (Veldman, 1967). All measures ‘were standarized prior to
_ grouping. : :

e } . 5 7

. “
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HIERARCHIAL GROUPING OF ‘STATES ‘BY PROJg
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Facilitator rpt1ngs
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. ® Low on SCB, state plans, JDRP
- projects, NDN State Fac111tator
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‘
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massive size CaTifornia (CA) -and New York (NY) tend to remain “as a sepa-
i rate pair until on]y four groups remain. Although groups‘2 and 3 differ
'"; somewhat on relat1Ve Tevel of the ERIC-reTated 1ndicators their Similari-

P{L : 1T‘ties on other non-ERIC indicators (genera]ly high- on SCB, sfafe“ians JDRP———*——~—

'vaJidated proJects and NDN State Fac111tator ratings) cause them to merge
' f1rst and then to join CA and NY to compose a group of 21 states con- -
sisting of the top 3 groups. The maJor difference between groups 3 and 4
'fq is that group 4 while moderate on the ERIC indicators, is lower than group
p3 on the nonhERIC indicators. Group 4, howé;er, is suffic1ent1y higher
;than groups 5 and 6, that group. 4 ma1ntains 1ts own grouping until only 3
groups remain. Groups 5 and 6 combine at the four-group stage to create a

group of 16 states ‘that. tend to be low on nearly all the ERIC indicators. °

Deve]opment of a Typology of States Based on Contextual Indicators

In order to see what groupings of states wou]d emerge on the basis of
the contextual variables, three analyses were run.- Figure 6 displays results
aththe sixrgroup level for the first two analyses. On the -left are the results
obtained by using-nine context variab]és loading-primarily on the SIZE and
EXPENDITURE'factors;. A discriminant analysis indicated that there were signif-
icant d1ff3;ences on all nine size and expenditure var1ab1es. The states
hcomprising the six groups and the descriptions of the distingu1sh1ng character-
1stics of the groups are presented with the groups in sequence from highest .
size and expenditure on the top to lowest size and expenditure on the bottom. -
Despite the fact that size and expenditure variables were shown to be
| powerful predictors of production and dissemination capacity’(especialiy‘for
ithe ERIC- re]ated indicators), the other five factors (DENSITY POP., INCREASE,
‘TC SERVICE ISA- SERVICE, and EFFORT) do contribute something to prediction,

\

o . - ) . 53
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6-15

35-45

- @ Highest on number of teacher centers . ' R
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FIGURE 5 . ‘f S {3 Jf.

HIERARCHICAL GROUPING F STATES BY PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND o k
REDICTOR FACTORS: o o

h s . . >

=« BY SEVEN PREDICTOR FACTORS
ORI, M- © 18 CACT, W Ks, A, MO, W, T

‘

o Highest on school staff size - S
® Highest on number of ISAs " ) P -

o Highest on nunber ‘of LEAs. , i
A\‘_

CT, IA, 1D, A, MI, m, NI, NY, PA, I . ,9-16 AZ, ¥E, MI; MN, NM, NY, PA, WI -

N \{Si‘

® High on schoo!“%taff size Yoy . ; o
o High population.density - : i T ' . .
¢ Highest .on-per pupi'l expenditure/ o o o .

per capita income ., . : ( o S . '

High on_number of ISAs

) -

o High on nimber of teachers centers

o High on number of LEAs . .

A2, €0, ID, xs LA, ME, m, MT, NE, NH,  17-36
M, NO, X, R, SD; UT; VT, WK, Y L

-

)
]

-

I
ISEZ
I=As
=5r
I=ge

® Moderate on nearly a'l'l size and

wealth variables o R L
® Highest on percentage of LEAs S - A
~  which are small . ’ , ' .

AL, AR, GA, IN, KY, MS,'NC, SC, TN,  37-44. AR, IN, KY, LA, N5, SD, TN, VA
9 ’ . . : ) ) ‘ M . : .

High“on school staff size.

Lowest on population ircrease .
Lowest on per pupil expenditure . - _ .
Low on gercentage of LEAs vhich - . ) : ) C

aresma'l i _ . .
.QE’.[’_c-ﬂ.’B.x_ = ' = = 45-49 .D_E’LC.’L.I.’ W, Rl

o Llow schﬁol staff size
o Highest per pupil expenditure

')‘o High per pupil expenditure/per : -

- capita 1income .

Low on number of ISAs

Low on number of LEAs v

Lowest on-percentage of LEAs -

which are sma'l'l .
» NV T . . 50-51

oeoe
L

Lowest school staff size . Coe : .

Lowest population density ¥ S

High per pupil expenditure o :

Lowest on number of ISAs - i

Low on number of teacher centers o o _

Low on number of LEAS « . .
High on ?ercentage of LEAs which S " o -

are smal

. o000 e0e 'R
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espec*iigy for the non-ERIC 1ndicators. Results of group1 g on the basis of
~the seven . contextua] measure factor scores are displayed on the r1ght hand
s1de of F1gure 6 The results are similar as can be seen by compar1ng the

\

two group1ngs. Most of the states (33 of 51; under11ned) occur ‘in the same -

7

group in the two analyses; only five states occur in groups that dare more
than Ane rank apart. (F]o#’wa Maryland and Ohio occur in.a lower-ranked l
group when all seven factors 1nstead of Just size and expend1ture varizbles
are used- Kansas and M1ssour1 occur in h1gher-ranked groups when all seven
factors are used.) . .
. Figure 7 presents a comparison of the six group analyses for the nine
size and expend1ture pred1ctor variables . and the 13 indicators. In this case
there are on]y 19 states that are in the same g:gup levels 1n these two anal-
yses.* One exp}anat1on for the poor matching is the fact that the numbers of

states in comparab]e 1eve1s of group1ngs are duite d1fferent e.g., there are .

s five states 1n the tqp group on the left” hand side 1n F1gure 7, but on]y two

states on the r1ght hqu s1de.

However there is another poss1b1e prob]em. In terms of pred1ct1ng the

i

fu]] set of 13 product1on arid d1ssem1nat1on 1ndj§ators .both of ‘these group1n S

have fau]ts. The grouping by s1ze and expend1ture measures alone omits the
: 4

-. m1nor contr1but1ons made by the other f1ve factors. However the group1ng by

seven pred1ctor factors gives all seven factors equa] we1ght which is far

from the results obta1ned in the mu1t1p1e correlation ana]ys1s (see Table 5).

K :'-? ',' \ - -
R .

- * Comparison of kgroupmg by 13 indicators with the grej@ping by seven ~

factor- scores, ws that there are 16 states in the same levels of

“groups.
. -—#—‘a : g o éJ .
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FIGURE-7

. -

* HIERARCHIAL GROUPING OF

STATES BY NINE SIZE AND Expeiliffrure

, PREDICTORS AND BY THIRTEEN‘_INDICATORS

- R e

GROUPING BY § PREDICTOR VARIABLES

16-34

AR e

ze and Expenditure only)

-C—A.i F_L' !Ls"mn ™ "ll‘

o Highést on school staff size -
o Highest ‘on number of ISAs -
-® Highest on number

° Hig!;est on number of LEAs

CT, IA, MO, WA, M1, MN, NJ, NY,

PA, NL

® High on school staff size

® High population density

e Highest on per pupil expenditure/
. per capita income ) . ‘

High &n number of ISAs

High on number of teacher centers

High on number of LEAs

» €0, 1D, KS, LA, ME, MO, HT,
» N, MM, WD, OK, OR, SD, UT.
WA, WY . -

‘o, Moderate on nearly all size and

wealth variables

e Highest on percentage of :LEAs.

- which are sma_ll .

AL, AR, GA, IN, KY,'MS, NC, SC,” °
IN, V&, W ./ - e
-Hii“gh on school staff size )
Lowest on population fncrease.
Lowest on per ‘pupil expenditure

Low on percentage of LEAs which
are small ’

DE, oC, HI, RI

Low school staff size

° ‘
o Highest per pupil expenditure
[

High per pupil expenditure/per
capita income o,
® Low on number. of ISAs T
® Low on number of LEAs
® Lowest on percentage of LEAs
which are small

Mol NV .
Lowest school staff size

- Lowest population density
High per pupil expenditure

of teacher centers

3-u4

15-21
22-35

36-44

45:5}

° oo oe la;

GROUPING BY 13 INDICATORS .
and non- variables)

a, N

o Highest on all ERIC indicators
e Highest on JDRP projects
B .

€O, FL, GA, IL,
PA, TX, WA, WI

—

_'1‘;) ﬂo ﬂ_"_o OR.

° .
o High on all ERIC indicators = .

. @ High on JDRP projects

y
AZ, CT, 1A, XS, NE, NJ, UT " w
" Moderate on all ERIC imdicators

High on State Capacity- Building grants
High on state dissemfnation ‘plans
High on JDRP projects L Y
.High on NDY State Facilitator ratings

-

DC, IN, LA,sMD, MS. MO, NM
S OH, O, TN, VA, W

Moderate on all ERIC fndicatorsg

Low on State Capacfty Buflding grants
Low on state dissemination plans

Low on JDRP projects

® Low on all ERIC indficators

ME, mfno, RI, SD, VT, WY
4

® ‘Lowest on all ERIC indicators
’_/

SRS e

e e

Lowest on number 6T 1SAs

"Low on number of LEAs
High on percentage of LEAs which

are small

Low on number of teacher centers' -

/

Low on NDN State Facilitator ratings -
AL, AKX, DE, HI, ‘ID, KY, MT, v,
s _ :



N To-approx1mate~the—re+at1ve—wetghts—of—the—varTous—factors we selected

‘«

' ten context measur'es , : R - , P
| 1. ‘Instruct1ona1 staff size ) - P
o 2. Number of consultants and superv1sors
2 . ﬁ%
v . * 3. Nu er of IHES _
““5‘*““*“f‘ T 4, Numbéﬁ“oijEks”'. - o | L : ‘ '/
5. Number of very small LEAs | | '
& oo 6. Population change -

7. Per capita ed. expenditure, 1975 LT s
8. _Per pupil expenditure/PC Income v , S ‘ p
9. Intermediate Se?viteﬁhgency‘(ISA) Ratio

' 10. \Jeacher Center (TC) Ratio . ,’

AL

The results of this ana1y51s in terms of ten pred1ctors (chosen to rough]y '

. abﬁrox1mate the mu1t1p1e correlation ana1y51s we1ghts) are d1splayed on the '

?eft hand side of F1gure 8. Compar1son to the right hand s1ze shows that

there are now 26 states in the same groups on each side (double underlined).

Again there is the problem that the two sets of- group1ngs result in {

groups that are not the same size on the ]eft and r1ght. If we comb1ne adJa-

R

cent pairs of groups on each side as suggested by the.horlzonta+’TTnesj’;e_

S

' arr1ve at three groups of states on each s1de. Although a'coarser level of
discrimination is required in thls 1nstagge;’we find that 38 states are matched
-at the same level oj’grouglng» oth sides (double under]1ned states that are
matched atﬂthe’sT‘-group level plus s1ngle under]1ned states that are matched at

dﬂthe-three -group level). In terms. df th1s three-level grouping, only one state,
Oregon,‘is Tocated more'ithan one group away. Oregon, which is in the bottom,

greup on the predictor side, is in the top group on_the indicators side. (It

oves from fifth to second in terms of the“sffhlevel ana]ysis.) Stgtes that .
‘ ' Sty v )




FIGURE-8

7-15

‘16-19

20-32

[

33-41

&

42-51

.. HIERARCHIAL GROUPING BY TEN PREDICTORS AND
- 7 - _BY THIRTEEN INDICATORS .
] " o T L

Y

.GROUPING BY 10 PREDICTORS - GROUPING BY 13 INDICATORS

. IA’_Ml’ lm"!!’ _PA.:-W_I— | i : ]-2 . .‘ﬁ’ EX’

» €0, CT, FL, IL, WA, . 3-14 ¢, FL, GA,. fL, A, MI,
A

N

ULV W, W s -

oH, TN, WA MR, A, TX, WA, ME
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.
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B.
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-
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1A, kS, NE, M, UT

/

AZ, AR, kS,

AL, IN, GA, KY, LA, MS, 7 22-35 AR, OC, IN, LA, MD, HS,
. == . =... == ) — . == ) =T' — v=...
MO, N, NM, NC, SC, TN, »- WM, NC, OH, OK, TN, -

- !
R s

DC, DE,HI, MT, NE, 0K, 36-44 - AL, A, DE, HI, 1D, KY,
or! a1, ur - ML W, se
_Aﬁs LQ_, ﬂgs Et's L‘Es_"ls R 45-51 ME, NH, HQ: &s égs _!Is !l
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Took better in terms of their indicator Tevel that .their predfctdr lgvéﬁ"h-

e

clude: .Georgia, Oregon, District ‘of Columbia, Nebraska, Oklahoma, and Utah.

. . . s, - z . \
Those states that are located in a“Jower group on the indicator side thi7

Qwa,

-

wouldibe expected Qiyen their Tocation oﬁ th§ prédic;or side include: }
Conne¢ticht,‘0hio; Aiabama,'Kenﬁucky; ;;duSouth CarpTina,* i _
" ”Given the=fact_that the ten predictoF mé!.ﬂres are cohp]éte]y iﬁd pendeht 
of the lﬁ'indiﬁators, the. results disp]ayed in Figure 8 provide some assurance
that states.caq,be typéd at least roughly,vand that comparéb]e'groupings c;ﬁ\ee
'-A_géggined fromchﬁpletely differént sets of data. Twe]ve of the 14 states (86% '
accuracy) that are placed in the h}ghest of-thfee'groups in terms of tﬁéir pro-

g

/_ duction and dfsseminatioh”fhdicatd?s are also in the highest of three groups

r

based on fhg%r contextual indiéatofsf(Si;é,-exbenditure, etc.). At the other '
éxtreme; 13 of the 16 states (tl% accuracy)’ that are placed in the:ﬁbwest of -
three‘g}oups in terms of their production and dissgminatioh indigétof§ are A
- alsé in the Towest of‘thréé_grgups based on theif contextual indicétors. The
. accuracy of biafement is leastrfo; the middle group.** Of'the'17 states in
| the mi&d]etgroup on thé prgdictor_side, 13 are also found ;}\thi{aiddfe grbup
on the proddétioﬁ and disSemihation indicator side (76% accuracy).' o |
S

/

-

*  Because of the differences in numbers of states at comparable levels, one
of three states (IA,*T, or OH) would have to be lTocated in the second = .

- level on the indicator side, because there are 15 states ‘in the top ‘group

on the predict@r side, but only 14 states in the top group on the indiéator
side. Similarly, three oggthe 19 states in the bottom group must be placed
2 in the middle group on the“indicator side since there are only 16 states in
the bottom group on the indicator side. Consequently, at least four states

must be misclassified, simply due to unequal groups on the two sides.!

** Because there are gl'states‘in the middle groupfbn the indicator side but
only 17 states in the middle group on the predictor side, this middle group
on the indicator side must include four states that were classified in top

or bottom groups oh the predictor side.

..’-".v" » '...7_. »,\-‘
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COMPARISON OF USOE' REGIONS

Since the U.S. 0ff1ce of Educat1on has orgamzed its serv1ces ‘to states

- by ten reg1ons, 1t m1§(be 1nterest1ng to see if there are d1fferences among

. * .
the, USOE Regions e1ther in terms of educatlonaT know]edge production and dis-

sem1natlon capab111ty or in 'terms of. the contextuaT factors that are predic-

tive of th1s capab111ty. We shaH examine the contextual factors f1rst.

A
—

Comparlsons of Reglons on Contextua] Factors

o S1n)e tpe even contextual factor scores contain most of the 1nformat1on
avaﬂ‘able in 20 con extuaT measures, we employed these factor scores to Togk“ S,
[53 v o _‘ '.‘ » ". . ’

for regional differences. SRR P ’\;5“ Ja e

~ [ - v . . : . . e .
. < R EECHPS ARCR. §
« . * -"’.-_v,

0ne-wa_y Anal_ys1s of Var1ance. The one way analys1§of vanande shows -

that the USOE Regions d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y on at*‘]east four of the Se\Fen,{.w

_facior scores: SIZE EXPENDITURE DENSITY, Ar@ POPUL-A‘FION C;»lANGE we.reg(ns

':? ables such as school expéndlture per pupﬂg ' per: cap1ta schb \e pehd1ture’ y ke p
and 1nstructlona1 staff average saTar_y) Regwn&l (New York and INew Je;:sey) >

did not\d1ffer rehab]wn the TEACHER CENTER SEfR\(IgE, I.§A 'S{Ebkﬂﬁ“' OR\EFFOR'F ™
factors.* The mean factor scores\(:nd rank1ngs) f'or eachﬁ@gh 10° USOE "C '
LN ;

) A B R AR :
Rengliare shdwn in Table 6. - .i._-“_,- R th.;g;er:_»"c.,- 4
" : o kR
Withia Tittle study of th1s tab]e ~the. reademcanrcomgaze geglons ‘on :°'=w’ K
. . By ] 6 : (.\ ) g
.~ one or more factors. For example ' on the EXPEND;ITURE,z,fact)or (based on var1- Cas +

"\ g

and Reg1on X (ATaska, Idaho, Oregon, and Washhngton) are hrghest wh1 e “’
Region IV (Alabama, FTor1da Georg]a Kentucky, Mlss&smpl North Caro]gna, Ko . b"d
. . "{".'-. % ? %‘ ;‘ e : ,;;‘.‘l.”‘ ’
* As noted prev1ous1y, there is no samphng erro;;) . ' be measure- :'-f"
. ment error, espec1a11y in the last ‘three. factor seores (TC T A, EFFORT)
in Tab]e 6. . , R .. g.,‘ . L
: T . v ~~.-.(3; v . P
N N L ,‘)' v '“. x:_,.,. ) )
a. .‘: .. l ._ ﬁ[\ ‘S i _4.‘ ._?: - ‘ / }
. 7 - ° o Aﬁ’k? g , °§0’;‘ ‘ :
. - , '{.‘ "‘. s . A .f
R A S
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‘ﬁ;, , MEAN FACTOR SCORES (AND RANKINGS) OF THE 10 USOE REGIONS ON/
v : g o DISSEMINAIION CONTEXT FACTORS
a ' (M 50 S.D. = 10) '

2

.7 L o_. /

PREDICTR | *  “ySoE REGIONS . | F-RaTIO
FACTOR [ = .. = " o (SIGNIF.
- . LEVEL) -

S T TTOTI V [ V[ VI VIV IX [ X

s ol g ] @|aol @] o] o @)l o) (2)] 4.7

L ExHEubxrugE., 49.7166.0/54.8/39.0/54.7142.449.3|#8.2] 53.8/59.5] (.001)

SR 2 A ;-, ININE | |

o ¥ PYARN 2 od.8)] (6)] 2)1 (3) )1(10)! (8)] (4 9 3.69
.0/42.8/5
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.
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[o o P2
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)[(10)} (7)](9)]  2.8%
.839.5/47.544.8] (.012)

[34]

.*'t';..;_f | 34 ‘)] 3] @] (
twL|SHE- L - 2 46.5(66.0049.2 52,9 59.250.4
(

{ 1.64
1 (.137)

| .,:is'/i\'@m' el 2L o)
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(34
B
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[+ o L)
-
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L]
S o
“Ton T
W o
.
S [+ o LY
-
— -~
-

o LATIVE |(30) 4§Z}'§%2)_ (8)} (5 (D] (3)] (9)[:(8)] 1.37
. '%ﬁ"\ 45.7]47.0155.0]47.2]47.3]46.662.2|53.5/46.0|51.2 (.234)
e A PN BERE 11 _
L - J(10)9 -'(9} ‘,‘éB) ([ (2)] (7){ (4)[5.5)k5.5)] (3) ° 1.33
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South C@;o]iﬁa;‘and Tenneséée)fand"Region VI.(Arkapsas,deuisiana,.New Mexico,
0k1§%oma,'and.Texas)dare lowest. Similarly, one can compare. the storeé of
'facgors fdr Eegiods;of {;tgrest. For:example:quégiOn”II (New York ahd New_
_ Jersey) %s higher thén any othér regidﬁ.od SIZEMand EXPENDfTURE; moderate on' -

- DENSITY*, -and lower than any other-regton in PGPULATION INCREASE.

Comparison of Regions on Production apdaDissemination Indicators .

One;way Ana]ySis of Variance.- Analysis of the 13dproduction and dis-

-‘vsem{nation indfcators suggest fhat the USOQ Regionsvmay differ significantiy_
'on as many as eighf fndiéators. The greatést differenqes invorder of the
" size are: " RDX Service, number of ERIC Standing Orders, number of SEA-produced
documents in'RIE, numbdr of ERIC C]earinghodses,‘number df RiE.docuﬁentS, NDN
State Facf]itatorlﬁatings, number of‘doﬁPlDD projects and ndmber of ERIC Com-
puter Search Services. “Two othe}_indﬁcators; SCDE Pfodd;tivity and State Plan
Zi; Sfatus, display Subﬁtantially less re]iab]e_di%férences;~ Diffefences on the
| remainjdg.three indicators, SCB Status, RDU Linkages and IVD Projects, are
sdismall, relative to wfthin region variatfdﬁ;'thqt they may~belcdnsidered un-
re]fab]e.**' The values in Table 7 are directly interprétable. In éach case
; 'the sumvdffthé ihdfbatorsdfor states is divided by the ndmbef of.statesn“

o
Yoo, y

* P]ease'recali that,thé DENSITY (Urbanization) factor is_meésured not
. only in terms of population density, but also in terms of low numbers
- ‘of LEAs and Tow percentages of small LEAs.

& It. has been noted that statistical tests based on random sampling assump-
‘tiong are not appropriate for 100 percent samples. However measurement
'erronsvand?changes in indicators over time make it less likely that small

: differences among regions, relative:ito within-region differences among

! states, will persist reliably, . Data in Table 7 afe ordered by size of

' the one-way ‘analysis of variance:F-ratio. If this ratio is small, the

difference may be unreliable. '

i
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TABLE—7 . A
MEAN SCORES (AND RANKINGS) OF THE 10 USOE REGIONS ., ’
ON' KNOWLEDGE PRODUCTION ~AND DISSEMINATION INDICATORS *

S &y
. - . I I
PRODUCTION | =~ s 0 E- - : . | F-RATIO
DISSEMINATION - USO0E REET ONs - # |(SIGNIF.
INDICATORS T IO VTV [ wr [ i I x| X LEVEL)
Rox Service. | (9)| (9] (6)] (15)f(2.5)|(2.5)|2.5)| (1)| (9)](2.80" 12,89
0-1) ' | .00]..00f .s3] .88l 1.00] 1.00] 1.00 -33] _.00] 1.00| :(.a000)
ERIC Standing [ (9)| M| (5)|(3.5) (@]e3.5)] (&)} noy] (] (e}g ~ 3.06
Orders (log) | 0.56] 1.47] 1.02] 1.06] 1.15| 1.06] 0.86/ 0.47] 0.73] 0.6 (.007)
SEA-RIE ©] () )| ) )| (8] @) oyl - 287
s | (1og) .1.81] 2.81 2.06] 1.82| 2.18] 1.58] (.019)
ERIC Clearing-| . (9)| (1) (9)](6.5)|(4.5)[(a.5)] 2.37
houses (#) | 0.0] 1.5 0.0] 0.2] "0.3] 0.3} (.029)
State RIE 9 (1) - (5)] (10)] (4)] (18)] . 2.25
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' ,tn the regIon. Tﬁe ERIC Stand1ng 0rders, SEA-RIE, State RIE, andrSCDE Pro-
‘duct1v1ty Measures are mean logs (base 10) for each region. The values of
ERIC Clear1nghouses JDRP/DD PrOJects and ERIC Computer Search Services are
means of the actual number of ERIC Clear1nghouses, JDRP/DD Projects, and ERIFr

~ Computer Search Services; For be Service, since a state efther receives a
score of "0 (absent) or “1" (present), the table value can be intrepreted
as thezpercent of states in the USOE:kegion that had RDx Services (in ]977)
The NDN SF Rat1ng and State Plan Status are means based on 0 4 and 0-2 scales,
respect1ve1y | o |
| For example, Region Ij (Nd NY) is-the highest ranking region on six %ndi-
cators: ‘RIE Standing Orders, SEA-RIE ERIC C]ear1nghouses State RIE " JDRP/DD |
Projects,nand ERIC Computer Searches. (All six of these indicators are based

" on counts. As we-have noted in Table 6 » Region-II is also. by far the highest
~rank1ng rEg1on on both SIZE and EXPENDITURE the two most powerful pred1ctors
of count data.) 'In Region II, the average; per state is 35 ERIC Stand1ng Or-"
ders, Ltog 1 47), several hundred SEA-documents severa] thousand state-w1de

RIE ¢ documents 1. 5 clear1nghouses ten JDRP/DD 3r23ects and ]3 5 ERIS Computer
Search Services. The average SF Rati s 2.0 and State Plan Status is 1.0
(unknown for NJ and NY) Ne1ther state was served by a RDx Reg1onal Exchange *

i B

(.00). . - -
| B -

Reg1on I (CT, MA, ME, NH, RI, VT) presents a stark contrast, ranking
//,/’f ~seventh to n1nth on all 1nd1cators except the NDN SF Rat1ng, §h1ch is
second highest among the regions. 4 1 ” '
- Region VII (IA " KS, MO, NE) displays ‘a broad range of rankings. It is , N
first in the NDN SF Rat1ngs second 1n average SCDE productivity, thﬁrd in
;State P]an Status, fourth in ‘average number of JDRP/DD ProJects f1fth 1n'“7

46/ average “number of RIE documents, it .is tied with Region VIII for eighth/ninth

6.

E




. place in average number of computer search serv1ces and is t1ed w1th Reg1ons

I and IV in last place. for comp]ete absence of ERIC. Clearbnghouses.

,  Discriminant Analysis.* In an 1n1t1a1 ana]ys1s a]] 13 1nd1cators were

emp]oyed The resu1ts 1nd1catg% that the Rststatus 1nd1cator mIght be
~mask1ng interpretation-of the effects of the other 1nd1cators s0 RDx was
om1tted and a second analys1s was run.** | R

The centro1ds for the first three d1scr1m1nant d1mens1ons in th1s second
ana]ys1s are d1sp1ayed in Tab]e 8 In this. ana]ys1s the f1rst d1scr1m1nant
f root accounts for 37 percent of the variance, the second for 24 percent’ and
the third for 14 percent. Hence, these f1rst three roots account for three- -
.fourths of the totaT variance. Unfortunate]y the ,three d1mens1ons are com-
p1ex, therefore 1¢ may be he]pfu] to Took at some f19ures that p]ot the
re]at1onsh1ps graph1ca11y. In Figure 9 are plotted the .USOE Region centro1ds“
for the second and th1rd discriminant d1mens1ons. } y,'

Both the second and the third d1scr1m1nant d1mens1ons are 1dent1f1ed
by positive correlations (.3 to .7) on all six of ‘the ERIC-related. indica-
'tors.' The maJor d1fferences between the two d1mens1ons are that the second

zd1mens1on p]aces greater emphas1s on. ERIC Stand1ng Orders aﬁd Computer

. Searches, i. e., on document based dissemination systems, while the th1rd

M ,D1scr1m1nant ana]ys1s may be cons1dered as an extens1on of single c]as-
sification analysis of variance that included simultaneously a group of

dependent variables. A discriminant analysis of the contextual factors
~was not run sjnce these factor scores are stat1st1sa1]y ‘independent. . . .

**  Table 7 shows that’there are masstye differences among the USOE Regions
in RDx service proportions with an*F-ratio much 1arger than the other in-
dicators. The RDx indicator is the major element in the first discrimi-
nant root which extracted 54 percent of ‘the variance. Correlations of:
other indicators with the first discriminant dimension were not large,
but were in the .2 to .3 range for four indicators. By omitting the RDx
var1ab1e, the effects of the remaining 12 ‘indicators are easier to inter-
pret. See page 21 where RDx was dropped 1n our 1nterpretat1on of factor
ana]ys1s results. _ .

° . . . . . ) . - ' . - “
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3 ON KNOHLEDGE PRODUCTION AND DISSEMINATION INDICATORS

- TAB[E 8
USOE REGION CENTROIDS

.v\

-

" d1mension 1s marked by greater emphaS1s on NDN State Fac111tator Rat1ngs, -

_conceptual axes.,

Reglon 11 (NJ NY) ranks f1rst on every ERIC-reIated 1nd1ca-_ f

e tor whlle Regzons I

VIII

“and X are: among the lowest rank1ng on these 1nd1-f

cators. Generally, the hIgher a reg1on is along this d1agonaI axis, the

'higher w1ll be the means for all ERIC product1on and ‘access 1nd1cators. The

4

:_second dotted 11ne def1nes an ax1s that most ‘markedly separates the reg1ons

‘ .
dotted’line are the ffve high st ranking, and ‘those to the left are the five '

'VIowest ranking on the SF Rat1ngs.

)

~

Although much less consistent across

: regrans there is also a small d1fference 1n'relatrve numbers on Stand1ng

CHI-SQUAR
(SIGNIF.
LEVEL)

ETN T

" DISCRIMINANT USOE REGIONS
. DIKENSION S R v
- T JIC [TV [V [V [T VI X[ X
n pangouscoe | | 0ol @f @] @ @ o @] @ 4.2 j
vs. CS,CH.5CB,00RP| 0.69]-2.75| 1.67 2.28] 2.02| 2.43] 2.68| 0.42[-0.39| 2.09] (.001) |
82 50,502 other | (10)| ()| (| =3 @) @l )| o] sy| 18] 366 |
ERIC - 1.43| 4.82( 3.88| 3.90} 3.36) 4.04| 2.21] 2.08] 3.73| 2.20| (.007)
e sr..mnp w, | & @ @laol o o @ @ @ e 29
.| & ERIC 084} 1.57) 0.98) 0,32 2.10] 0.65 1.51| 0.69) 0.49] 0.4 (074)
smmes e | orlw] ooe| af m| om| o] m| a
.| ResION Ml N DE TR L LA ks |[TMT | calf 10
ME ] ™| G| M| nu[“m0| N | HI|-oR
NH |- PA KY MN ] OK°] NE SD NV WA
RU| -l vatams | oh| x| ~.|.w ‘
vl o w N oW uT
, R sc|
- ™ g

' JDRP/DD ProJects, and IVD- Proaect, i.e., by ex;_p]a;y g;act1ces d1ssem1na- -

| t1on systems. The dotted d1agona1 lines in F1gure 9 rough]y def1ne the major

in terms of their mean SF Rat1ngs. “The- ﬁgve USOE Reg1ons to the right of the o
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t

Q

'_____Qrders_(SQJ and VD prOJects,—when allowances~are ~made—for- d1fferences\among N

Y

the reg1ons in terms of the S1ze factor., RO _
F1gure 10 d1splays the centro1ds for the f1nst and second d1scr1m1nant
d1mens1ons. ‘The f1rst d1scr1m1nant d1mens1on is a fa1r]y we]l def1ned b1polar
1mens1on w1th State Plan Status RDU L1nkages and SCDE Product1v1ty def1n1ng
the positive. s1de and ERIC Computer Seanch Serv1ces ERIC C]ear1nghouses
’i JDRP/DD PrOJects, and SCB Grant Status def1n1ng the negat1ve s1de., The.hlg_
's1de of the first’ d1mens1on seems’ to- character1ze reg1ons that conta1n states R 5
that have deve]oped‘d1ssem1nat1on plans have product1ve SCDE facult1es and
“; have above average RDU L1nkages but that. tehd to have few ERIC Clear1nghouses
ERIC Computer Search Serv1ces and JDRP/DD Projects, and that may not have SCB t~

., Grants. As we have prev1ous]y noted in exam1n1ng F1gure 9 the second d1scr1m-

inant d1mens1qn is 1dent1f1ed on its hi h side with higher -counts on all ERIC--.

2

re]ated 1nd1cators and espec1a11y by

gh ERIC Stand1ng Order and ERIC Com-

84

puter Search Serv1ces counts. ‘4 .

| Thus one sees 1n F1gure 10 a hor1zontal ‘separation of reg1ons in terms .
-of SIZE and concom1tant product1v1ty, with a vertical separat1on of reg1ons

.that contrasts re]at1ve lack of capac1ty bu1]d1ng, computer searches, clear1ng-”.

‘ v: houses, and JDRP/DD proJects, al] perhaps more organ1zed and centra]1zed forms

of d1ssem1nat1on with presence of state p]ans product1ve colleges of educa-

. tion, and more'RDU 11nkages on the high pos1t1ve s1de. As we move vert1ca1]y

down F1gure 10 the pattern tends to shift. - RDU 1inkages d1sappear. SCDE

"product1v1ty is 1ess at least when re]at1ve SIZE is cons1dered and State.

" * This effect is- espec1a]]y pronounced for Ré§1on VII which ranks fourth -
. for JDRP//DD- PrOJects and is tied for eigth/ninth ranks on ERIC Computer
. Search Services, and for. Region III which ranks last in JDRP/DD PrOJects
but 1s fourth for ERIC Computer Search Services.
_ _ o .
6‘3'\/
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) RDU L1nkagesﬁ%re average (in IX\or non-existent (in II).

Qlear1nghouses.

65

- B

;//,/ﬁian status is mixed or unknown. As ‘We Cross 1nto the negat1ve side, we
find on]y'Regions IXF(AZ CA, HI, NV) and II (NJ, NY). Here large SIZE is

L > o :
confounded with presence of Computer Search Serv1ces Clearinghouses 1arge

numbers of JDRP/DD Projects, etc. But SCDE Product1v1ty is on]y average and
In F1gure 1, the USOE Regions are plotted against the f1rst ahd th1rd

d1scr1m1nant dimensions. Both of these dimensions have been deSCr1bed The

A abbrev1at1ons for the key 1nd1cators defining the ends of the dimensions’ have

g

been added. ‘ T e

L Regibn VII's high positive position on both dimensions is explained in™

terms of*its first rank1ng on NDN-SF ratings, second rank1ng on SCDE produc-

t1v1ty, third rankings on State Plan Status and IvD ProJects, ahd fourth

- rank1ng on JDRP/DD ProJects._ Region V is also high positive on both dimen-

sions. Reg1on v ranks second on’ eight 1nd1cators f1rst in SCDE Product1v1ty,
third in SF Ratings, fourth in State. Plan Statws, and fifth in SCB Status.

Reg1on II s extreme positions on bdkh\the first and-the third d1scr1m1-‘

nant d1mens1ons have been noted. It is highest on all counts including ERIC

ﬂ1dated projects-indicators*'but it is low on RDU

h ‘Status, and on]y average in SCDE. Product1v1t;.li

Linkages and: Stat/e p
Regions I, VIII,'and IX, wh1ch form a cluster near the center shar

nd low ERIC Standlng Order counts. Reglons I an-" II are

'; low‘;:

IVD ProJect counts:

~ also among the lowest in State-RIE and SEA-RIE counts-and in ERIC Computer
/Search Services.- Reg1on IX is separated vert1ca11y in the negative direction
’from Regions I and VIII by virtue of havrng substantially more ERIC‘Computer

‘-Search Services, JDRP/DD Projects, and a s11ght1y higher percentage of ERIC
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FIGURE 11. -

USOE REGION CENTROIDS FOR FIRST AND THIRD DISCRIMINANT DIMENSIGNS
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JJ-VFMappjng of States. F1gure 12 maps the states in terms of the1r ERIC
. =\
factor scorex (a gznng}t1on of all ERIC-re]ated indicators of ﬁFGHDtt1on and

d1ssemmnat1on). This mapp1ng 1nd1cates graph1ca1]y that there are both

’ between-reg1on and w1th1n-reg1on d1ffezsnces in ERIC fac111t1es and produc-

b -

tivity 1evels.

e

. | . . R
Figure 13 is)a mapping of the states on publit¥school staff size. This

., - _ ,
is one of several| highly intercorrelated measures of size that have been

shown to be strongly predictive of all the ERId4re1ated measures.. The gen-

_ - {
~eral correpondence between Figures 12 and: 13 is visually obvious.

+

N
-

Relat1onsh1ps Between ContextualaPrechtors and Product1qn‘p1ssem1nat1on

~

Indicators Within USOE. Reg1ons _ »

It has been shown that it is poss1b]e to class1fx\states into groups
and to character1ze thogg groups on the basis of s1m11ar1t1es and differences
in contextual measures that predict production/dissemination canabi]ities and
%1so on the:bagis of similarities and differehces in direct measures eé“some
aspects of production and dissemination capacity. It has also been shown |
that, when states-are grouped by geographic reg1ons (i.e., USOE Reg1ons),
the reg1ons do differ on many of these d1ssemuna§'on pred1ctors and indica-

{ tors.: This would seem to indicate that there are geograph1c effects oper-
at1ng either directly on educativnal- knowledge product19n and dissemination
or on contextual factqrs that are related to (and influence?) d1ssem1nat1on.
It is intereeting to discover that despite these differences bepween regions

on such variables and factors as SIZE and ERIC productidn and dissemina-

tion, the strong predictive relationship between SIZE anhd ERIC is main-

tained within each region as well. It can be seen in Figures 12 and 13 that,

. : s )
for the states within -each of the 10 USOE Regions, the correlation between

Es
f

oo .. 7o

<~
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s - FIGURE 12 B o

DISTRIBUTION OF STATES ON ERIC FACILITIES AND PRODUCTIVITY
(STANDARDIZED FACTOR SCORES)

States which are more than one standard deviation below the
mean on the score.

States which are between the mean and one standard deviation _
below the mean on the score. . .

’

: X Stat-es which are between the mean and one standard déﬁation

a3 ik above the mean on the score.
a9y States wh1ch are more than one standard deviation above the
“¥ mean on the score. ‘ : .
) =
. *Fs
J ,
. ™~ b
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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States which are more than one standard deviation below the . ?." .
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,have been able to:make

CONCLUSIONS

- Despite the simpl var1ab1es chosen as 1ndz:ators and potent1a1 pre-

dictors of product1on and 1ssem1nat1on capac1ty in th1s 1n1t1a1 work, we

nation capability and developing a typology of states based on diSsemina-
tion capabitity. Our major conclusions to-date are:
e SIZE (e.g., school enEo]]ment, instructional staff size;
popu}ation; density, numbekvof consultants and supervisors
of fnstruction * number’ of school lébrariahs) is the éinglé

e
most powerfu] predlctor of sfate educat10na1 know]edge pro-

duction and d1ssem1nat1on capab111tz///
e SIZE 1s part1cu1ar1y good at pred1c ing ERIC product1v1ty

and dissemination (cprre]at1ons of SIZE w1th ERIC varlables
range from .73 to .87).

® A weighted sum of SIZE and EXPENDITURE factor scores cor-

relates, .87 with ERIC factor scores (a composite of all the

- A ' .

ERIC varijables).

® SIZE is less highly c;rrelated with non-ERIC indicators of .
dissemina tion, but when combined with other predictérs |
(EXPENDITURE, DENSITY,.TEACHEE CENTERS, POPULATION INCREASE,
ISA), tﬁe'multiple corEelations rangévfrbm .40 to .78._ .

e States can alsﬂ be grouped on the basis of their "scores" on
product1on/~d1ssem1nat10n capacity variables. Us1ng a typol-

. ogy of six groups results in groups of states which can be

) . Clearly characterized, d‘%tingujshed,'and déscribed according

a

to their disseminafgon characteristics.

prom1s1ng péglnnlng in predicting state dlssem15
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States can also be grouped on the basis of the, contextual

ffactors'on'measures that predict dissemination. .k

The typoTogy based on dissemihétion”bredictors and the typol-
ogy based. on dissemination‘fndicators are qujte similar; many -
of '_chev' states cluster into ’ same gronps.*in the two fypo‘l- '
ogies. _ |
Though'the/typology of states based on- eographic proximity

USOE Regions) is quite different from the typologies created

to maximize q}ifE\gnces between groups on dissemination’ indica-

tors, .or pred1ctors of d1ssem1nat1on, there are cons1derable and

consistent d1fferences between fhe USOE Regions on many of the

dissemlnation predictors and on many of the d1sseminat1on 1nd1-

cators.

Thevrelation;hip between SIZE and ERIC productivity and dissemi-

nation remains strong even for states within each of the 10

- USOE Regionss .
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FUTURE DIRECTIONS . o S

We are continuing to expand and refine our attempts to develop_predic-
tors_of dissemination and typologies of states based on disseminatibn indi- T
cators. Some of the directions we are now taking are: - .

e Further study of geograph1c distribution and re]at1onsh1ps

A4

among 1nd1cators atnthree levels of aggregat1on--reg1ona1
state, and SMSAs. . - . :f;. ‘_ “_\
.¢ Further exam1nat1dn of data on the d1str1§g:1on of and : o
'“serv1ces provided to spec1a1 popu]at1ons (e g., m1nor1t1es,
hand1capped geographically 1so]ated)

o Development of indicators of;utJ11zat1on and examination of

their use as "dependent" variables in time,serfes analyses of
" state-by-state trends and their causal determinants.

° Development,'analysis of the reliability of, and use of
‘subJective indicators (e.g., Judgmenta] rat1ngs of re]at1ve1y
1ntang1b1e qua11t1es such as "d1ssem1nat10n leadership" or
"technical effect1veness"), . .

¢ ' Development of more detailed predietive or'causaljmodels

| 'designed to account for regional of state variance in dissemi- .

nation or utilization indicators.

R models.
~ . ol
‘ A .
\‘1 » \ . - - . r.,
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